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CHAS. THORPE, 
LAW COSTS. DRAFTSMAN, 
ACCOUNTANT, 


AND 


PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
9, JOHN STREET, 
ADELPHI, W.C. 


REFERENCES TO MANY LEADING TOWN AND COUNTRY FIRMS ON 
APPLICATION. 





THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 





AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £ 1,000,000 
(With power to increase). 
SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 
RESERVE FUND, £10,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, EC. 





Bankers: 
BANK OF ENGLAND. MARTIN & CO. 
COMMERCIAL BANK OF SCOTLAND, LIMITED. LONDON axyp BRANCHES. 


Branches at Buenos Ayres and Monte Video. 


Deposits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest to be 
ascertained on application. 

The present rates are 4} per cent. for one year, 5 cent. for two or three years. 

Letters of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable ers issued. 

Bills payable in the Argentine ublic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent for 


collection. 
EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 






SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,503,554. 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 


The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


_ | Tuesday next. 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, APRIL 18, 1891. 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


Covrr or Arrzat No. 2 will next week commence the hearing 
of new trial cases, of which there are twenty in the list. 





Lorp Justice Lorss is expected to return to town early next 
week, and will probably resume his duties on the bench o 





THe AppornrMENT of Mr. Henn Cotxins, Q.C., as a judge of 
the High Court is one of the best of the many good appoint- 
ments recently recommended by Lord Hatssvry. mn the 
Northern Circuit, even before the new judge acquired a large 
practice, he was universally liked asa man, and respected as a 
sound lawyer. His success in life is due exclusively to his 
merits, and we shall be surprised if his learning and ability do 
not ensure for him a distinguished career on the bench. 





THE DIFFICULTIES caused by the interference of the Board of 
Trade with the liquidators of companies in course of being 
wound up under the old Acts will, it is stated, shortly be modi- 
fied, if not removed. The case of Re Liverpool Household Stores 
Association, to which we have already referred (ante, p. 355), was 
mentioned to Mr. Justice KEkEwicH in on Saturday, when 
the Attorney-General, speaking on be of the Board of Trade, 
not as being subject to any jurisdiction of the court on such an 
application, but as a matter of public convenience and for the 
information of the judge, said that rules were being prepared 
which, it was hoped, would meet the difficulty. As to the pay- 
ment of the balance of assets in a pending liquidation to the 
Companies Liquidation Account at the Bank of England under 
section 15 (3) of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, a dis- 
cretion would be given to the board which would no doubt be 
exercised in a case like this, where nothing remained to be done 
but to distribute a final dividend ; and the liquidator would be 
allowed in such cases to present a of the accounts 
instead of being required to render a detailed statement. 





Tne pxctston of the Court of Appeal in Pullman v. Hill §- Co. 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 524), to which a ndent calls our atten- 
tion, undoubtedly reveals a very grave risk incurred — 
who, in accordance with the duty they owe to their clients, are 
under the necessity of writing libellous letters. If such a letter 
is dictated to a clerk in the ordinary way, then there is a publica- 
tion of the libel, and the solicitor is liable to an action. The 
reverse, indeed, was held by Mr. Justice Day at the trial, but it 
seems difficult to escape from the conclusion arrived at by the 
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Court of Appeal. A publication of the defamatory matter takes 
place when it is communicated to any person other than the 
person to whom it is addressed. The point with regard to com- 
munication to a clerk appears to have arisen in the American 
case of Keene v. Ruff (1 Clarke (Iowa), 482, quoted in Odgers 
on Libel, at p. 152), and it was held that where the defendant, 
before posting the letter, had it — this was a publication 
to the clerk who copied it. The clerk is a person other than 
the m to whom the libel is addressed, and the case can 
cael be put outside the definition of publication. It is equally 
difficult to justify the communication to the clerk on the ground 
of privilege. It is not made in the course of any moral duty 
owed by the solicitor to the clerk, and it can hardly be said to 
concern a matter in which they have a common interest. It 
can only be put, indeed, on the ground of the communication 
being made in the ordinary course of business—‘“‘the neces- 
sities or the luxuries of business,”’ to quote the words of the 
Master .of the Rolls—but on no recognized principle can this 
be regarded as justifying a libel. The case apparently must 
simply be accepted as a warning, and a solicitor who has to 
write a letter of this kind will do well to accept the advice of 
Lord Justice Lorzs, and both write the letter and copy it 
himself. 





Lorp Hatspury has very cleverly rushed his Middlesex 
Registry Bill through the House of Commons. The Bill 
was read a second time on Thursday week, and on Friday 
week was passed through committee and read a third 
time. The plea alleged for all this haste was to effect 
‘“‘a great public economy” by ‘“ empowering the Govern- 
ment not to fill up an office which it was not neces- 
sary to fill up,” and it was supported by Mr. H. Fow er, a 
member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, on the 
ground that it was a Bill ‘“‘to terminate the private sinecurist 
and to provide that the whole of the fees should go into 
the public purse.” The speaker obviously had not appre- 
hended the whole meaning of the little Bill. As we pointed 
out last week, the powers of the ‘private sinecurist” are 
to be transferred, not to the existing ‘assistant regis- 
trar” of the Land Registry, but to the Registrar of the 
Land Registry. That office is at present vacant; the Lord 


‘Chancellor being authorized by 49 Vict. c. 1 “to make regu- 


lations for the conduct of the office of Land Registry du 
vacancy in the office of registrar.” Therefore, when the Bi 

into law a Registrar of the Land Registry must be 
appointed. How is he to be paid? The natural surmise 
is, of course, to some extent, out of the fees of the Middlesex 
Registry Office; and, but for a shrewd question by Mr. 
Coss and a pledge by Mr. Jackson, it seems possible that 
this course would have been taken. But Mr. Cozs asked 
point-blank ‘‘ whether they might take it as absolutely 
understood that the rules which the Lord Chancellor had 
power to make in the first section of the Bill related solely 
to procedure, and would have nothing whatever to do with 
salaries?”’ To which Mr. Jackson, as Financial Secretary of 
the T: , answered “Oh, certainly.” We have therefore 
now a halle on the part of the Government that the 
salary of the Registrar of the Land Registry will not to 
any extent be provided for by the rules “for carrying this 
Act into effect” which the Lord Chancellor is to be autho- 
rized to make. But there is nothing to prevent the registrar 
from being appointed with the salary of £2,500 a year provided 
by section 111 of the Land Transfer Act, 1862; and in that case, 
although the registrar will not be paid at the expense of persons 
dealing with land in Middlesex, he will be paid at the public 
expense, and the £5,000 a year saving on which Mr. H. Fowier 
laid so much stress will be practically reduced to £2,500. 





How to Evavz the reputed a clause, is the comment 
by the case of Er parte Poppleton, Re Lock (39 W. R. 


384). The bankrupt was a retail ironmonger, and part of his 
a t stock-in-trade consisted of iron safes—no doubt a 

uable asset. Upon inquiry, however, it was found that the 
manufacturer had sent them to the retailer under a contract of 
sale or roturn, and the jury found that a custom to do so 


existed, with the result that the manufacturers received back the 
te and suffered no loss. Without pretending in this case to 

oubt the good faith of the transaction, or to impugn the find- 
ings of the jury, it is obvious that this contract of sale or 
return, if the custom can be proved, is an effective instrument 
for evading the reputed ownership clause, and suggests a safe 
method of giving credit. The process is a simple one. With 
the goods an invoice is sent, marked sale or return, and a fixed 
price. The retailer sells for as much above the price as he can 
get, and if he cannot find a buyer, returns the goods. Proof 
of the contract, and the custom with regard to the particular 
class of goods, is sufficient to shew that the debtor had not posses- 
sion “‘ under such circumstances that he was the reputed owner 
thereof” (Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 44, sub-section (iii.)). A 
similar attempt with regard to antique furniture, in the case of 
Re Horn, Ex parte Nassau (1886 ; 3 Morrell, 51), was unsuccess- 
ful, as the custom was not proved, but in the headnote we read 
that ‘the practice is undoubtedly creeping into the furniture 
trade of sending goods on sale or return.” No wonder, when 
the results to the creditor are so advantageous. It is not 
unlikely that the custom will soon rival in popularity the well- 
known hiring agreement. In spite of the judicial recognition 
of this contract of sale or return, not only in the case now 
before us, but by Jzsset, M.R., in the case of Zr parte Wing- 


field, Re Florence (1879 ; 10 Ch. D. 591), there is some difficulty 


in defining the precise legal relation created between the whole- 
sale dealer and the retailer. Is it principal and agent, or vendor 
and purchaser, or what? Whatever it may be, there seems now 
sufficient authority to say that, by virtue of the contract, the 
wholesale dealer is legally entitled, on the bankruptcy of the 
retailer, to the return of his goods in spite of the reputed 
ownership clause, provided always that he can shew that the 
contract is customary with respect to those goods. This is the 
simple case, but cases of greater complication suggest them- 
selves. What would be his position supposing that the goods 
had been sold.by the retailer to a customer, but at the date of 
the bankruptcy the money had not been paid by such customer ? 
Would the wholesale dealer be entitled either to the return of the 
goods or, in the alternative, to be paid in full out of the moneys 
in the hand of the customer, or would he merely be one of the 
retailer’s ordinary creditors, with a right to prove for the 
invoice price of the goods? The difficulty in answering these 
questions seems to lie in the difficulty of defining the relations 
created by this peculiar, though not uncommon, contract of sale 
or return. Whatever may be the right answer to these ques- 
tions the fact remains that this contract and other customs of 
the trade, like hiring agreements, tend in many cases to reduce 
the law of reputed ownership to a dead letter. 





THE CASE oF Gough v. Gough (reported elsewhere) which was 
decided, or rather not decided, on Tuesday last, has raised a 
point of great importance on the construction of sections 29 and 
61 of the Agricultural Holdings Act—viz., whether the execu- 
tors of a tenant for life landlord may, on paying compensation 
to a tenant of the tenant for life, recoup the estate by obtaining 
from the county court a charge of the compensation money on 
the holding. The short facts were that the tenancy determined 
on Lady Day, that the tenant, by claim duly made two months 
at least before that day, obtained on the 5th of April an award 
for payment of the compensation money within fourteen days ; 
that the tenant for life landlord died on the 8th of April, and 
that the executors paid the compensation money on the 24th of 
April. A county court judge held that the executors could not 
obtain an order under section 29 charging the holding with the 
compensation money, inasmuch as on the 24th of April, when 
the money was paid, the deceased tenanf for life was not a 
“landlord” within the 61st section (the interpretation clause) of 
the Act. On appeal the High Court was, after taking time to 
consider, equally divided, Cavz, J., pronouncing in favour of 
the county court judge and against the executors, and VavcHan 
Wis, J., — the county court judge and in favour of 
the executors. ve to appeal was given, as might have been 
expected, though the amount in dispute is £35 only. Which, in 
this present conflict of authority, is the right view of the Act? 
The 29th section provides that ‘‘a landlord, on paying to the 
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tenant the amount due to him in respect of compensation under 
the Act . . . shall be entitled to obtain from the county 
court a charge on the holding or any part thereof to the amount 
of the sum so paid,” and the 61st section—which defines certain 
terms, omitting the usual prefix to interpretation clauses, 
to the effect that the terms defined therein shall have 
particular meanings ‘‘ unless the context otherwise requires” — 
says that ‘“‘‘landlord’ in relation to a holding means any 
person for the time being entitled to the rents and profits 
of any holding.” Now it is clear that in Gough v. Gough 
the executors of the deceased tenant for life landlord were 
not landlords in the grammatical sense of these two sections, 
for it was the party in remainder who was entitled to the rents 
and profits at the time that the compensation was paid, and not 
they. But Vavenan Wu1tams, J., thought that this arsed 
matical construction was to be disregarded upon a contemplation 
of the Act as a whole; that as the claim could have been made 
against a tenant for life landlord, and proceeded with against his 
successor if he had died before award, executors paying com- 
pensation upon death after award were paying it in aid of such 
successor; and that, therefore, such successor was bound to 
repay the me Ga og money to the executors. This is 
plausible enough, but we do not think that it is the true 
construction. In the first place there is nothing logically incon- 
sistent with other parts of the Act in the position that the 
executors should lose the money; and even if the result 
were absurd, it has been over and over again held that an 
absurd result will not justify a forced construction: see Maxwell 
on Statutes, 2nd ed., at p. 6, citing Attorney-General v. Lockwood 
(9 M. & W. 495), and other cases. In the second place, as is 
pointed out by Cavs, J., there is nothing unreasonable in con- 
fining the option to take a charge on the land to the landlord 
himself, and in not extending it to his executors, who would be 
bound, or might naturally be expected, to decide in favour of 
taking «a charge, while the landlord himself might decide in 
favour of the remainderman. In the third place, Mansel v. 
Norton (31 W.R. 325) shews that a tenant for life is no favoured 
creature in law in respect of compensation for tenants’ improve- 
ments, but that he, and, therefore, his estate after his death, 
must now and then suffer the hardship which occurs in every 
case where a tenant for life, who has incurred expense for the 
benefit of the estate, does not live long enough to obtain 


repayment. 





Most supGxs, it may be presumed, examine for themselves 
authorities upon which they are asked to base their deci- 
sion, and when the case is simply quoted by counsel from 
memory, the precaution of verifying it is an obvious one. 
It appears to have been omitted, however, in Bourne v. 
Wall (reported elsewhere), and with unpleasant consequences 
for the suitor who was at first successful. The question 
was as to the validity of a bill of sale which contained 
a power for the grantee “to sell the goods by private 
treaty or public auction on or off the premises.” It was con- 
tended that this was a provision not necessary for the mainten- 
ance of the security, and that, therefore, its insertion rendered 
the bill of sale invalid, Having regard to Lyon v. Morris (19 
Q. B. D. 139) it is difficult to see how this can be maintained. 
There the bill of sale contained a power in almost identical 
words with those in the _— case, and no objection was taken 
to it. Indeed, as Day, J., said, a power of sale in a bill of sale 
is perfectly legitimate. The instrument went on, however, to give 
a power for the grantee to purchase the goods at a valuation, 
and this was held to be more than he was legitimately entitled 
to do for the maintenance of his security. This authority, then, 
would seem to establish the validity of the bill of sale in Bourne 
v. Wall. But against it was quoted from memory before the 
county court judge the case of Bardell v. Daykin (3 Times L. R. 
526), and this was stated to be an authority that a power for a 
sale on the premises makes the bill of sale void. In fact, how- 
ever, the bill of sale in that case gave power to fix placards 
relating to the goods ‘‘ on any premises for the time being in the 
occupation of the grantor,” a this is easily distinguishable, on 
the ground that the placards might be fixed on premises other 
than those in which the goods were contained. This could 





bill of sale cases especially it is unsafe to act upon any autho- 
rity without referring to the exact terms of the instrument. 





Tux Drvistonat Court, consisting of Day and Lawrancez, JJ., 
i very summarily of the attempt made in Salaman v. 
Warner to impose upon persons getting up a “ corner” in shares 
nage | to compensate speculators who are thereby damnified. 
The allegation against the defendants was that, while dis- 
seminating among the public a belief that two-thirds of the 
shares in Warner’s Safe seen Co. (Limited)” would be allotted 
among the public at par, they fraudulently controlled the allot- 
ment so as to get it practically into their own hands. They 
were thus able to impose their own terms upon the plaintiff, who, 
in the belief that the shares were to be obtained in the open 
market, had entered into contracts to sell them. In support of 
the peor case, reliance appears to have been chiefly placed 
on Bedford v. Bagshaw (4 H. & N. 538) where a speculator was 
allowed to recover damages for loss which he incurred by 
reason of a fraudulent representation made by the defend- 
ant, a director of a company, to the committee of the 
Stock Exchange. “It is not a bad rule,” said Bramwett, 
B., ‘that a person who makes a fraudulent representation, 
which is intended to be generally circula shall be 
liable to any person injured by acting upon it, however 
remote the consequences may be.” But the decision was dis- 
sented from in Peek v. Gurney (L. R. 6 H. L. 377), and that case 
established the well-recogni principle that, for damages to 
be obtained, there must be some direct connection between the 
person making the misrepresentation and the person alleging 
himself to be damnified “ it. In the present case no such 
direct connection seems to have been s ted, and the Divi- 
sional Court held, therefore, that the statement of claim 
disclosed no cause of action. 








BOGUS ALLOTMENTS OF SHARES. 


Tue error into which Lord Justice Kay (then Mr. Justice Kay) 
fell in Re Britannia Fire Association, Coventry's case (39 W. R. 
328) was not an unnatural one, but the Court of m5 ae have 
rectified it upon a sufficiently clear ground. It ma a very 
desirable thing that persons who procure bogus allotments of 
shares to be made for the purpose of deceiving the public 
should themselves be placed on the list of contributories in 
respect of them, but the power to do this depends upon the 
definition of the liability to contribute contained in the Com- 
panies Act, 1862. By section 38 this liability is imposed on all 
present and past members, and by section 23 the term 
‘‘member” is to include every person who has agreed to 
become a member of the company, and whose name is entered 
on the register. This last condition is rather technical than 
substantial, for the register may be rectified, not only before 
the winding up (section 35), but also afterwards (section 98) ; 
and hence the real ground of liability to contribute is that a 
person has agreed to become a member of the company. 

This provision, however, has not been interpreted with rigid 
literalness, so as to shut out all cases where there is not a direct 
agreement with the company. All that is required, indeed, is 
that an agreement exist to which the person whom it 
is sought to render liable is substantially a party. Thus, 
where the application is made in the name of a person who 
is incapable of contracting, and the applicant intends to 
keep the shares for his own benefit, he will be treated as the 
real party to the agreement, and will be placed on the list of 
contributories. The name which he uses is ed as merely 
fictitious—nothing more than an alias for his own. In Pugh and 
Sharman’s case om R. 13 Eq. 566) Saanman, who was already a 
large shareholder in the company, wished to take more shares, 
but the directors would not allow his name to appear for a 
larger number. Accordingly he made the application in the 
name of his married daughter, Mrs. Puau, giving an erroneous 
address, and not a the company of her condition. She 
signed the application without being informed or knowing what 
it was, and neither she nor her husband was aware that her 
name had been placed on the register until application was made 





hardly be necessary for the maintenance of the security. In 
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in the winding up. On the ground that Mrs. PucH was in- 
capable of contracting, Matiys, V.C., treated her name as, for 
the purpose of the application, purely fictitious, and, inasmuch 
as SHARMAN intended to be the owner of the shares, he con- 
sidered that he had agreed to take them, and was consequently 
liable as a contributory. But where, although an application 
was made in the name of a married woman, no deception or 
concealment was practised, the company was taken to have 
accepted her as a shareholder, and was not allowed afterwards 
to turn round and substitute for her name that of the per- 
son who actually made the application: Re London, Bombay, 
and Mediterranean Bank (30 W. R. 118, 18 Ch. D. 581). Similar 
to the case of a married woman is that of an infant. In 
Richardson’s case (23 W. R. 467, L. R. 19 Eq. 588) a father 
purchased shares in a company and paid for them, but took a 
transfer into the name of his infant son, and in the name of the 
latter the shares were registered. Bacon, V.C., held that the 
father had simply used the son’s name instead of his own, and 
he placed the father’s name upon the list. 

So, again, although the person whose name is used for the 
purpose of the application is able to contract, yet if he is merely 
the nominee of the real applicant, his name being introduced in 
order to impose on the public, the name of the nominee will be 
removed from the register, and the name of the actual owner of 
the shares substituted. Thus in Coz’s case (12 W. R. 92, 4 DeG. 
J. & 8. 53) Cox, who was acquiring 300 shares in the company, 
had 200 of them transferred into the names of two nominees. 
The judge found that this was done for the sole purpose of 
giving a more favourable aspect to the scheme in the share 
market, and that Cox was the real owner of the whole of the 
300 shares. He therefore placed his name on the list of con- 
tributories, and the judgment was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal. The ground of this, however, was rather the fraud on 
the public than the circumstance that the agreement to take the 
shares was really made by Cox, and hence the case affords some 
countenance to the decision of Kay, J., in Coventry’s case. 

But here the circumstances were very different. The allot- 
ment was not made in a fictitious name or in the name of a mere 
nominee for the purpose of concealing the true ownership, but 
an unauthorized use was made of a real name for the purpose of 
creating a sham allotment. At a meeting of the directors, as 
they were not satisfied with the number of shares which had 
been applied for, it was decided to place the unallotted shares 
temporarily in the names of some of their friends, and, in pur- 
suance of this plan, a resolution was passed that 200 shares 
should be allotted to Samvuet Coventry, of Galatz. Samven 
Coventry has since died, but, for all that is known, he 
was in entire ignorance of the transaction. Some days later, 
however, a formal application for the shares was made by his 
father, Mitiis Coventry, one of the directors, and signed “ For 
Sauver Coventry, Galatz, M. Coventry.” Nothing further was 
done in respect of the shares until the winding up, and then the 
liquidator sought to make Mriuis Coventry liable as a con- 
tributory. Kay, J., held that he was entitled to do so, but the 
Court of Appeal differed from him on the ground that in no 
sense could Mituis Coventry be said to have agreed to become 
a member in respect of the shares. On the contrary, it was clear 
that he had never intended to take the shares for himself, and 
that the company, being fully acquainted with the fact that he 
only professed to apply for the sharés as agent, had not relied 
upon his responsibility. Moreover, as Samver Coventry was an 
ascertained, actually existing person, who might, by subsequent 
ratification, have made himself liable as principal, the case did 
not come within the principle of Kelner vy. Baxter (15 W. R. 278, 
L, R. 2 C. P. 174) according to which a person who makes a 
contract as agent for a non-existing principal is held to be 
Limself liable on the contract, since otherwise it would have 
no chance of being operative. But in the present case 
there was a person who might really be principal, and the 
only ground upon which the company could attack Murtus 
Coventry was for breach of warranty of authority to act as 
agent: Collen v. Wright (5 W. R. 265, 6 Ibid. 123, 7 KE. & B. 
301, 8 bid. 647); Ex parte Panmure (32 W. R. 236, 24 Ch. D. 
363). Inasmuch, however, as the directors do not seem to have 
relied ag any such warranty, it is by no means clear that such 
@ remedy would exist. Obviously it was a case in which, on 





rinciples of natural justice, Mri1is Coventry might very well 

ave been put upon the list. But the statutory test was whether 
he had agreed to become a member, and judged by this the 
claim of the liquidator failed. 








LORD HALSBURY’S STATE SOCIALISM. 
II. 

Last week we drew attention to the socialistic tendencies of 
Lord Hatssury’s Public Trustee Bill. If it ever becomes law 
its obvious effect will be to substitute for individual effort the 
widely-ramified organization of a State Department, and this, 
not in matters which, by necessity for minute regulation and 
administrative centralization, lend themselves naturally to such a 
scheme, but, on the contrary, in matters solely regarding family 
affairs, and in which the main requisite is careful attention to 
the circumstances of those whose interests are involved. The 
ostensible reasons for this new departure are, as we pointed out, 
twofold. There is, we are told, reluctance to accept the office of 
trustee, and those who, by their position, might be expected to 
undertake it, would be glad of the opportunity of shifting the 
trouble and responsibility on to the State. As to any such 
reluctance being at all generally felt, we have already expressed 
our doubts, and at any rate it would have to become a great 
deal more prominent before it could form any legitimate ground 
for the legislation in question. So far as it exists, indeed, it 
could be readily met, and with very much more benefit to the 
beneficiaries, by the employment of trust companies, and pos- 
sibly also by a change in the existing law so as to allow private 
trustees to be remunerated for their services. 

But more reHance is placed by the advocates of Lord Hats- 
BURY’s scheme on the increased security which it proposes to 
afford for trust property. For this the whole of the Consolidated 
Fund is to be pled ed, section 5 of the Bill providing that the 
fund ‘shall be liable to make good any liability arising out of 
any fraud or negligence on the part of the public trustee or his 
officers, and also to make good any liability arising out of any 
such other act or default of the public trustee or his officers as 
may be specified in rules under this Act.” To have the full 
advantage of this security, however, it will be necessary to 
leave the management of affairs entirely to the public trustee 
and his officers, for if, under section 12, any particular solicitor 
or bank is introduced into the trust affairs, an element of risk 
is again apparent, and “the Consolidated Fund shall not be 
liable to meet any liability arising from any default of such 
solicitor or bank.” Of course, this provision is natural enough, 
but if the trust has once been committed to the care of the 
public trustee, the distinction will present an appreciable 
inducement to leave it entirely to the management of this official 
and his officers. It will distinctly tend to hasten that Govern- 
ment monopoly which is to be the outcome of Lord Hatssury’s 
legislation. 

But, from the point of view of security for the trust property, 
the whole scheme is entirely unnecessary. If any change is 
required, and this, for reasons already pointed out, we are far 
from admitting, the same end can be attained more conveniently, 
more economically, and without any disturbance of the confi- 
dential relations existing between trustees and their cestui que 
trusts, by a scheme for the appointment of an official custodian 
of trust funds such as that propounded by Mr. B. G. Laxz, and 
to which we recently referred (ante, p. 371). Under this an 
official would be appointed with duties similar to those of the 
official trustees of charitable funds. At present, under section 
22 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. ce. 124), 
any trustee or other person may, on obtaining an order for the 
purpose from the Charity Commissioners, transfer any stock or 
pay any money to the official trustees in trust for any charity. 
Previous to such transfer the Charity Commissioners require 
that an express trust of the property shall be duly declared in 
writing, and that some trustee or trustees shall be designated, to 
whom the income of the fund may be remitted by the official 
trustees, and who shall administer it in accordance with the 
trust. In certain cases also, under section 48 of: the Charitable 
Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 137), and section 15 of the 
Act of 1855, lands held upon trust for a charity may be 
vested in the Official Trustee of Charity Lands. But when 
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such transfer or payreast of stock or money, or such vesting of 
land has taken place, the property becomes subject to the cog- 
nizance of the Charity Commissioners, who may subsequently 
direct transfers and payments of stock or money, and conveyances 
of land, as they may think expedient (section 37 of the Act of 
1855). Herein, of course, lies the main distinction between this 
scheme and the form which Mr. Laxe’s must take when it comes 
to be worked out in detail. In the latter there would be no 
central board exercising a general superintendence over the 
administration of trust funds. It is essential that this adminis- 
tration shall be left in the hands of the private trustees. The 
official trustee would be simply a custodian, knowing, indeed, 
that the funds in his hands are trust funds, but with no know- 
ledge of the terms of the trust, and with no discretion, except 
perhaps under special circumstances, to decline to pay over the 
trust funds at his direction. 

This, of course, suggests another point in which his duties 
would materially differ from those of the official trustees of 
charitable funds. These funds are destined to be kept for the 
charity im perpetuum. Only in rare cases can there be any divi- 
sion of the property. But in private trusts such a division 
amongst persons absolutely entitled is the goal always in view, 
and to bring this division under the cognizance of the official 
trustee would be equivalent to imposing upon every distribution 
of trust funds the strict practice as to proof of title {now in 
force with regard to the payment of money out of court. 

But if the official trustee is to be in no way responsible for 
the administration of the trust estate, there can, of course, be 
no talk of throwing losses upon the Consolidated Fund, and it 
is material to consider what is the actual security which such a 
scheme as this offers. Without suggesting that it amounts to 
absolute security, we think that the guarantees it affords are of 
a very substantial kind. We pointed out in our previous article 
that the great cause of fraudulent conduct on the part of trustees 
is the veil of privacy which is cast over trust matters. No 
information as to these can be obtained except from the trustees 
themselves, and where an inspection of the state of the trust is 
not from time to time voluntarily offered, a cestui que trust will 
think twice before appearing to throw suspicion upon the trustee 
by demanding it. For any difficulty of this kind, and for the 
frauds to which it may open the way, the custodianship of the 
official trustee would form an ample remedy. The pro erty at 
any moment subject to the trust would be set out in the book, or 
the part of a book, devoted to the trust, and to this the parties 
interested and their agents would have free access. Who such 
parties may be would be a question of easy settlement, even 
though the official trustee has no cognizance of the terms of the 
trust. In the first instance their names would be supplied by 
the trustee himself, and afterwards any claimant who had been 
admitted might himself apply for registration. Notice would 
then be given to the trustees, and in case of dispute the matter 
would be settled by the court. 

In addition to the power of inspection conferred on a cestut que 
trust by registration of his name, it would also be competent for 
him to require notice to be forwarded to him of any dealing 
with the trust estate, whether by way of change of investment or 
otherwise. In the case where all the cestui que trusts are infants 
their interests would be watched by their guardian, or, where 
he is also a trustee, by a special guardian appointed for the 
purpose. Such a scheme as this would afford not only the 
security obviously attendant on the power at any time to ascertain 
the condition of the trust estate, but, by avoiding any necessity 
for trust funds to come on a change of investment into the 
hands of trustees, it would remove most of the opportunities for 
fraud. He would be a singularly reckless trustee who would 
deliberately withdraw the funds with a view to misappropriation. 

We have said nothing as to the nature of the property which 
would be vested in the official trustee. There would apparently 
be no necessity to extend the scheme to land, but of course it 
would have to include mortgages. ‘As to these, we presume, the 
legal estate would be comuk ie the official trustee, and with him 
the deeds would be deposited. This would cause a little 


additional trouble, as proceedings for the protection or realization 
of the ey would have to be taken in his name, but this 
would probab 


y not be found to be a source of any great difficulty 


From the report of the annual meeting of the Associated Pro- 
vincial Law Societies, which we print elsewhere, it will be seen 
that there is a feeling among many influential members of Par- 
liament, including Mr. H. H. Fow zr, and also (it is understood) 
Sir Horace Davey, that the Lord Chancellor’s Bill should be 
moulded in committee so as to reduce the public trustee to the 
sg here s ia + ina oe mere custodian of trust funds. 
to the possibility of any such moulding we entertain grave 
doubts, and the scheme can obviously be set out with preend 
clearness in a separate Bill. 

The point to be especially noticed is the substantial check im- 
osed upon trustees by giving publicity to their proceedings. 

e plan may not give absolute security, nor, indeed, will that 
of Lord Hatssvury, until all trusts are absorbed in the State 
monopoly, and private solicitors and banks rigidly excluded. 
But it would make fraudulent misappropriation very much more 
difficult than it is at present, while it would keep the actual ad- 
ministration of the estate in the hands of private trustees. If 
legislation is required at all, legislation on these lines is infinitely 
preferable to Lord Hatssury’s Bill. It would meet all the 
reasonable requirements of the case without going beyond 
them. 








REVIEWS. 


THE LAW AFFECTING NEWSPAPERS. 


Tur LAw oF THE Press: A DIGEST OF THE LAW SPECIALLY AFFECT- 
ING NEWSPAPERS; WITH A CHAPTER ON FOREIGN Press CopDEs; 
AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE TEXT OF ALL THE LEADING 
SratuTes. By Josern R. Fisyer, B.A., and JAMES ANDREW 
SrraHAn, L.L.B., Barristers-at-Law. Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The present volume appears likely to supply a want that must 
often have been felt by persons connected with the press, to whom an 
accurate knowledge of the legal rights and duties appertaining to 
their profession is of the utmost importance. To newspaper editors 
especially, who are constantly required to determine at a moment's 
notice whether matter awaiting immediate publication is in its 
nature ‘improper, mischievous, or illegal,” the present work can- 
not fail to be of considerable assistance. In a short, and very read- 
able, introduction, the authors call attention to the peculiar difficulties 
of the modern press, and a tly indorse the opinion that there is 
not a single newspaper published in the three kingdoms that does not 
in every one of its issues contravene the law of libel when strictly in- 
terpreted. While, however, they do not contend that the newspa: 
proprietor should be relieved from responsibility for everything that 
appears in his newspaper, on the other hand, they do not hesitate to 
set forth certain grievances attributable to the present state of our 
law, to which the ne per proprietor and others connected with 
the press are subject, and to suggest a remedy for their removal. 
Without venturing to pronounce any opinion upon the various matters 
in controversy adverted to in the introduction, it is sufficient to state 
that they receive adequate treatment at the hands of the authors, 
whose views are well and temperately expressed, and merit considera- 
tion at all events. : 

Turning from the introduction to the work itself, we are glad to 
be uble to bestow upon it considerable praise. It is divided into 
three parts, of which Part I. relates to such subjects as Registration 
of Newspapers, Postal Regulations, Advertisements, and Copyeiane. 
Part II. to the Law of Libel as affecting Newspapers, and Part ITT. 
to Foreign Press Laws. We would suggest, however, that the title 
of Chapter V. of Part I. (‘ Proprietor and Staff”) should be altered, 
as it does not afford the reader an adequate clue to its contents, some 
portions of which, moreover, ought we think to have found a place in 
the preceding chapter (“‘ Copyright”), which we are disposed to con- 
sider the best chapter in this part. Part II., the first and second 
chapters, which treat, respectively, of Libel as a Civil Injury, and of 
Privilege and Justification, are entitled to special comm q 
both on account of their scientific arrangement and also because of 
the lucid expositions of legal principles which are there given. As 
an example of the ability and accuracy displayed by the authors 
in commenting upon decided cases we may refer to p. 118 et = % 
where the important case of Macdougall v. Knight (17 Q. B. D. 
636, 14 App. Cas. 194, 8. c. 25 Q. B. D. 1) is considered, and to p. 
123 and seq, where the cases bearing on the well-worn subject of 
what constitute matters of public interest, in et of which fair 
comment is permissible, are cited and discussed. Part IIT., which, 
as already stated, is devoted to the consideration of the a 
laws, though obviously of less practical value than the ng 
parts of the work, is not devoid of interest. The cotes toate sum- 
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done, with very unpromising materials, in the way of arranging and 
simplifying the law. ~ aie 

In illustrating the various legal propositions and principles con- 
tained in their work, the authors have shewn a wise preference for 
modern cases, and have not burdened their text with references to a 
multitude of antiquated decisions of doubtful authority. As a proof 
of their industry, it may be mentioned that, at p. 167, the case of 
Bonnard v. Perryman, which was decided only on the 3rd of March 
last, and which is reported in the Times of the 4th ult., is there cited. 
An appendix of statutes affecting the press, and a sufficiently full 
index, — a work which does great credit to the authors and 
merits a wide circulation. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


LIBELS IN SOLICITORS’ LETTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—The case of Pullman v. Hill & Co., reported in the current 
number of the Law Reports (1891, 1 Q. B. 524), demands the serious 
attention of solicitors. We are frequently called upon to write 
letters imputing grave misconduct to the persons to whom we write, 
and applying for redress ; yet (according, at all events, to Kay, L.J.) 
a solicitor who, “in the ordi course of his business,” dictates 
such a letter to his shorthand clerk, or allows it to be copied into 
his letter-book, has no defence to an action for libel should the 
allegations prove to be unfounded. It may well be asked, How, 
then, is business to be carried on? According to Lopes, L.J., ‘the 
answer is very simple.” Whoever ‘‘has occasion to write such a 
letter must write it himself, and make a copy of it himself, or he 
must take the consequences.” L. W. L. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The Council of the Incorporated Law Society are, I under- 
stand, intending to raise the question of the conducting scale at 
auctions by a test case. While fully appreciating what the council 
have hitherto done in interpreting this order, I would suggest that 
the time has now arrived for submitting to the tribunal a new order 
in which all the doubtful points arising upon the present one might 
be set at rest once for all. I propose, not that amounts fixed by 
the scale should be altered, as this would probably involve con- 
troversy, but that the order should be redrawn so as to be fairly 
in 


a some such course is not taken I fear there will be no end to the 
cases and their consequent expense to the society. X.Y.Z. 
London, April 15, ' 





COSTS IN REMITTED ACTIONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Since the County Courts Act, 1888, and the Rules of 1889 
came into force, a vast amount of perplexity has been occasioned in 
remitted actions by the provisions as to costs. The extent of the 

and derivative jurisdiction of county courts is, of course, 
known to your ers, and the decision in the recent case of 
Boydell y. Millar (ante, p. 279), with reference to the costs which a 
solicitor is entitled to charge his client, is no doubt fresh in their 
memories ; but the difficulties to which we now wish to draw your 
attention have arisen on the taxation of the costs of successful 
plaintiffs in three actions of contract in which we have been con- 
cerned—in the two former for the plaintiff, in the last for the 
defendant. 

The first of these actions was brought to recover £65 for work 
done as @ builder, and was, after an application under order 14, but 
before delivery of defence, remitted to the Marylebone County Court. 
When the case was called on, the learned judge referred the action to 


a special referee, who awarded the plaintiff £46, and costs and judg- 
ment was signed accordingly. On the taxation of the costs, the 
registrar disallowed the whole of those incurred in the High Court, 
and an application to the judge, under ord. 50, r. 7, of the County 
Court Rules, to allow such costs, was refused, notwithstanding the 
provisions at the end of section 65 of the Act. 

In the next case, which was also remitted to the Marylebone County 
Court, the amount of the claim was £45, which was increased after 
remission to £55, and judgment was obtained for the larger amount 
by consent with costs of the county court proceedings on the £50— 
£100 scale, but the learned judge refused the costs of the p i 
in the High Court. The plaintiff thereupon applied to a judge of the 
High Court for an order that they be allowed, but the defen t con- 
tending that the question had been decided by the county court judge 
in his ‘‘ discretion ” under ord. 50, r. 7, the application was refused. 

The last case was remitted, immediately after an unsuccessful 
application for geen Brg, sone to the Westminster County Court. 
At the trial the defendant consented to judgment for the amount 
claimed—viz., £35—and an application for the costs incurred in the 
High Court was last Wednesday granted by a judge thereof, the case 
being in his opinion governed by the words at the end of section 65 of 
the Act, section 116 thereof applying to an action tried in the High 
Court. It appears, therefore, that ord. 50, r. 7, of the County Court 
Rules is ultra vires. 

In this connection the question has presented itself to us whether a 
plaintiff whose claim exceeds £20 and who recovers judgment in a 
remitted action of contract for an amount less than £20 is entitled to 
any costs whatever. CooPer & BAKE. 

6, Portman-street, London, W., April 13. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
DE S80UZA v. COBDEN—No. 1, 16th April. 


County Covuncit—ELecrion — QUALIFICATION oO Women — PENALTIES— 
Locat GoverNMENT Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), s. 75—Municrrau 
Corrorations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 41, 73. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Day, J. The action was brought 
by a member of the London County Council to recover five penalties of 
£50 each from Miss Cobden for having voted in five separate divisions 
on February 18 and February 25, 1890, without being duly qualified. 
On January 17, 1889, Miss Cobden was elected a member of the 
London County Council for Bow and Bromley, and in due course took her 
seat and ac as a county councillor. On May 16, 1889, the case of 
Beresford-Hope v. Lady Sandhurst (23 Q. B. D. 79) was decided in the Court 
of ee and it was held that women are incapacitated from being 
elected members of the county council. Miss Cobden thereupon withdrew 
from taking any part in the proceedings of the county council until 
February, 1890, when she voted as above stated. Notice of action was 
served upon her on February 28, and the present action was then 
brought. By section 73 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, which is 
incorporated in the Local Government Act, 1888, ‘‘ Every municipal elec- 
tion not called in question within twelve months after election, either by 
election petition or by information in the nature of a guo warranto, shall be 
deemed to have been to all intents a good and valid election.’”’ By section 
41, “if any person acts in a corporate office without having made the 
declaration by this Act required, or without being qualified at the time of 

ing the declaration, or after ceasing to be — or after becoming 
disqualified, he shall, for each offence, be liable to a fine not exceeding 
£50 recoverable by action.’”’ Day, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff for 
five penalties of £25 each, on the ground that, although section 73 made 
the defendant’s seat safe, it did not qualify her to act, and that, there- 
fore, she was liable under section 41. Miss Cobden appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Corerwez, C.J., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.), 
while reducing the penalties to ten shillings for each offence, dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Corerivez, C.J., said that he was clearly of opinion that the 
defendant was liable. No doubt the effect of section 73 was to fill her 
seat and make her to be deemed legally elected, but that did not qualify 
her to act under section 41. It was impossible, after the decision in 
Beresford-Hope v. Lady Sandhurst, not to say that, without some enabling 
section, the defendant was not qualified to act as a member of the county 
council. No doubt what she had done was done bond fide, and with the 
intention of raising the question, but she had acted without being quali- 
fied, and had, therefore, broken the law. The tg ery of Day, J., 
therefore, for the reduced penalties must be upheld. Esuer, M.R., 
said that he took a stronger view of the case than the other members of 
the court. In his opinion the effect of the decision in Beresford-Hope v. 
Lady Sandhurst was so entirely to invalidate the election of a woman as a 
member of the county council as to make it no election at all. Therefore, 
he thought that there was no ‘‘election’’ to be called in question under 
section 73, and that that section did not operate at all. As to section 41, 
he was clear that it applied equally to men and to women, who both were 
capable of breaking the law contained in the Act. Fry, L J., inclined to 
agree with the Master of the Rolls that the election of a woman as a mem- 
ber of the county council was not an election at all, any more than the 








election of a dead person or of an inanimate thing would be, and that sec- 
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udg- ‘ion 73, therefore, had no application, but he desired no decided | should have passed between a party and his professional adviser; the 

. the opinion on the poi t, as in his view, whether the def ant were to be communications must have been communications. His lord- 
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unty was, therefore, subject to the penal provisions of section 41 for ha bear that construction. He agreed that such affidavits must be construed 
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ntl eafficient claim of privilege, and he declined to order the production of | | anges Sa ake cil to the wife of another n than the testator, the 

oo the documents. Rule 7 of order 37 provides that “the court or a judge the matey +e scription of wife at the date of the will took. If, 

hen may in any cause or matter, at any stage of a B , order the at- | Powever ewering the fa man for life, and after his death to his wit See 

+ tendance of any person for the purpose of producing any wri or other | (hi = the who ; of wife (or rather, 

a documents named in the order which the court or j may fit to pr men Prscy the gift took effect was the entitled. That was the 

by be produced ; provided that no person be com! to produce under | o.-¢ of the decision in Re Lyne’s Trust, > Bich had never been overruled 

| be any such order any writing or other — which he could not be com- | (questi corer as he was aware. It was mite: clear that Re Lyne’s 
tion pelled to produce at the hearing oF iT - or question®®> application to the question which Jessel M.R., was con- 
the Tur Cover (Laxptey, Bown, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal as | sidering in rth v . to the circumstance 

e of regarded the solicitor’s books, but allowed it as the claim of | that, according to Re Lyne’s Trust, the second wife in present case 

ing privilege. Lanouey, L.J., caid that, as regarded the first point, the object | would be en! , if she survived her husband, and also looking at the 

ing of the defendants was to obtain discovery of certain entries and documents | general sco of the will, which was to make a provision for the son's 
for which were not in the possession, custody, or power of the plaintiff, but Coiy, he held that the wife was entitled to a share of the income, 
ade were in the possession, custody, or power of her solicitor, and were —COouNsEL, Eastwick ; Brabant ; and Seckham, SoLicrrors, 
re- property. It was obvious that the plaintiff could not be called on to pro- | Nelson § Sons. 

duce these documents. She was uite right in not inserting them in the 

J.), schedule to ones affidavit Pp because they were “7 — Re RADCLIFFE, RADCLIFFE v. BEWES—North, J., 14th April. 

the possession, cu y, or power. e made a further affidavit, whic ae . 

the Prewed the existence of the documents, but not that they were her pro- yer ee a phew then A owen ot amare 

her perty. What right had the defendants to sea mente OP Rc: Fatuer To TRANSFER OF Decrasep Cx1Lp’s Suare—Conver- 

lify application of this kind? Absolutely none. Mr might be called| |. oe 1881 « 58 

in as a witness at the trial, and the defendants might then obtain these ANCING ACT, ee 3 

ing documents by means of a subpena duces tecum. This was y ex- The question in this case was, whether a father, who, having survived 

aty plained by the Court of Appeal in Elder v. Carter 25 Q. B. D. 194), his wife, was under marriage settlement tenant for life of the 

the where the — was made under rule 7 of © 87. The court | therein comprised, and had a power of ting the trust among 

uli- there said that, however wide the operation of that rule might be, | his children, the funds going in t of appointment among the 

i, it was impossible so to construe it as to enable a litigant to obtain dis- | children in eq shares, was entitled to an immediate transfer of the 

R., covery from any person who was not a y to the proceedings. As share of a child who, roving attained a vested interest, had died intestate 

of regarded this point, therefore the a must be dismissed as against | The father had obtained oo of to the child’s estate 
vy. both the plaintiff and Mr. ‘ e second + related to the | and had executed a utely releasing his power of appoint- 
88 production of certain documents which were sched) to the plaintiff's | ment. No appointment had been made, and the only two children of the 
re, affidavit and were in her possession, custody, or power. She claimed had acquired ‘vested interests in the trast funds, in moieties, sub- 4 
ler privilege, and the defendants asked for production notwithstanding that | ject to the power the child in question having since died. The trustee of : 
41, claim. The law on this point was uite settled, was in | the settlement refused to his share to the father without the direc - 
ere Gardner v. Irvin (4 Ex. D. 49), where Cotton, L.J., said :— It is not | tion of the court, and the father issued an originating summons agains 
to sufficient for the affidavits to say that the letters are & the trustee, b art, and €Mfimed a declaration that he was entitied to fm 
n- between a client and his solicitor; the letters must be professional com- | share of the Jeceased child, and mn order that the trustee should transfer 
he munications of a confidential character for the purpose of 1 the share to him. In Cunynghame ‘- Thurlow (1 R. & M. 438), under 
‘advice.’ It was not enough to constitute privilege that communications | similar circumstances, Shadwell, V.C., declined to order trustees to trans- 
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fer the share of a deceased child to his father. It was contended that the 
authority of that case had been shaken by Smith v. Houblon (26 Beav. 482). 


Nortu, J., refused to make any order on the summons. If he had been 
unfettered by authority, he should have thought that the declaration and 
order asked for should have been made. But the decision in Cunynghame 
v. Thurlow was in point, and it had never been doubted so far as he knew. 
It was undistinguishable from the present case. He did not think that 
either Smith v. Houblon or Shirley v. Fisher (47 L. T. 109) was in any way 
inconsistent with Cunynghame v. Thurlow, and the latter case was dis- 
tinctly recogni by the Court of Appeal in Re Little (46 Ch. D. 418), 
and adopted as a correct decision. Section 52 of the Conveyancing Act 
did not affect the question, for it had not altered the law in this respect. 
His lordship, therefore, felt bound to act upon Cunynghame v. Thurlow, 
and not even to make a declaration of right, though he was clearly of 
opinion that the power of appointment had been effectually released ; but, 
still, the court was bound not to do anything to further the object of the 
father, which it could not approve.—Cowunset, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and 
George Lawrence ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Warrington. Soxtcrtors, Torr § 
Co. ; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray. 


THE JOHN MORLEY BUILDING CO. (LIM.) r. BARRAS AND 
OTHERS—Stirling, J., 10th April. 


Cowpany—Dmectors—APppPorIntMENT, VALIDITY or —PRAcTICE—MOoTION TO 
stay Action—Costs. 


This was a motion by the defendants, in the name of the company, 
asking for an order that all further proceedings in the action (which had 
been brought against them by the company to restrain them from acting 
as directors) might be stayed, on the ground that the action had been 
instituted without the authority of the company, and that the solicitors by 
whom the writ was issued might be ordered to pay the costs of the action 
and of this motion. 

Srieiine, J., said that the motion was rather a peculiar one, but it was 
founded on the authority of Newbiggin-by-the-Sea Gas Co. v. Armstrong (28 
W. R. 217, 13 Ch. D. 310). The real question was, Who were really at 
the present moment directors of the company? Were the applicants duly 
appointed directors? The company was incorporated in March, 1890, 
under Table A of the Companies Act, 1862. Article 52 of Table A pro- 
vided that the number of the directors, and the names of the first direc- 
tors, should be determined by the subscribers of the memorandum of 
association ; and article 53 that until directors were appointed the sub- 
scribers of the memorandum should be deemed to be directors. Then 
article 58 provided that at the first ordinary meeting of the company after 
registration the whole of the directors should retire from office. At the 
two first general meetings of the company no directors were appointed, 
and no directors were in the meantime appointed by the subscribers to the 
memorandum, nor did the subscribers act as directors; but certain gentle- 
men appeared to have constituted themselves directors, and to have acted 
as such. Disputes arose between the chairman and secretary of the com- 
pany as to this, which resulted in the present motion. The secretary, 
being advised that the proper course was to hold a meeting of the sub- 
scribers to the memorandum, called such a meeting by circular. It was 
attended by ten out of twelve subscribers, and adjourned for fourteen 
days, when ten were again present. Two protested and withdrew, but 
eight remained, constituting a majority of the subscribers, who duly 
elected the defendants, the present applicants, as directors. The other 
side had attempted to get themselves appointed directors by obtaining the 
signatures of the subscribers of the memorandum to a document to that 
effect. But to this they had only obtained seven instead of (as article 52 
required) twelve signatures : and three even of these were obtained in a very 
suspicious manner. Then it was suggested that, as down to the date of the 
first meeting they were de facto directors, at that meeting (under article 58) 
they all retired from office, and, no others being elected in their place, they 
became (by virtue of article 62) directors until the ordinary meeting in the 
next year. But that article did not apply to de facto, but only to duly- 
appointed, directors. It was next suggested that (under articles 53 and 
eo the subscribers to the memorandum remained the directors; but article 
62 did not apply to such subscribers. ‘Then, had the subscribers lost the 
power of appointing directors under article 52? He thought not; and 
they had validly exercised their power at their adjourned meeting. It was 
objected that proper notice of it had not been given under article 35, which 

ired seven days’ clear notice. That article did not apply to meetings 
of subscribers to the memorandum ; and the evidence shewed that reason- 
able notice had been given in this case—viz., two days. The defendants, 
therefore, were duly elected directors, and the motion must succeed. The 
order would be in the same form as in the case of Newbiggin-by-the-Sea 
Gas Co. v. Armstrong.—Covunse., Graham Hastings, Q.C., and D. L. Alex- 
ander ; Buckley, Q.C.,and Quin. Sottcrrors, Barfield ; Hammond § Richards. 


WYATT +. FISHER—Stirling, J., 14th April. 


Wi1-—Constrevcrion—Trvsts pectarEpD py Rererence—Powers “ ror 
THE BENEFIT oy ’’ Davourer—Power To Appoint TO ruTURE Hvspanp— 
Assicnment or Reverston—Covenants ror TitLe—DeroGation rrom 
GRANT. 


Petition. Two questions of construction were raised upon the hearing 
of this petition, which was for payment of funds out of court. The tes- 
tator, who at the date of his will had three unmarried daughters, gave a 
age | of £10,500 to trustees upon trust for his daughter C. W. during 
her life, with remainder for her children. He provided for the settlement 
of C. W.’s life interest for her separate use in the event of her marriage, 
and in the like event gave her a power to appoint in favour of her hus- 
tand any part of the fund not exceeding £1,000, and a life interest in 








two-thirds of the fund. He then bequeathed a second legacy of £10,500 
to his trustees upon trust ‘‘ to hold the same and the income thereof upon 
such and the same trusts, and subject to such and the same wers and 
provisoes in favour or for the benefit of’? his second daughter E. W. 
‘fand her children or child as are hereinbefore declared and contained 
in favour or for the benefit of the said C. W. and her children or child 
of and concerning the legacy or sum of £10,500 firstly hereby bequeathed.”’ 
The will contained other bequests and devises, in which all three 
daughters were treated equally. By deed of the 12th of March, 1851, the 
testator’s daughter E. W. (then Mrs. Hart), purporting to exercise a 
power given to herby the will, appointed £1,600 out of her legacy of 
£10,500 in favour of her husband, to be raised upon her decease, but to 
vest in the husband at the date of the ‘appointment. In 1885 the peti- 
tioner (a son of Mrs. Hart) as beneficial owner assigned to certain re- 

ndents a sum stated to represent a moiety of three-fourths of his share 
in the legacy of £10,500 ‘‘and all other the interest of’’ the petitioner 
‘‘in one moiety of the said three equal fourth parts.’’ The deed of 
assignment contained no recital of the appointment having been made by 
Mrs. Hart, but it contained a proviso that the statutory covenants implied 
by the petitioner assigning as beneficial owner should not create or imply 
any liability on his part by reason of any diminution in the amounts or 
value of the premises thereby assigned in consequence of the exercise by 
Mrs. Hart in favour of any husband or intended husband of hers of any 
power vested in or conferred upon her by the will of the testator in relation 
to the premises. By virtue of the will of his father and his mother the 
£1,000 (if the power existed and was validly exercised) was now vested in 
the petitioner, and he claimed, as against the assignees under the deed of 
1885, to have it raised out of the fund and paid to him. The assignees 
contended that no power to appoint to a husband was given to Mrs. Hart 
by the will, and that even if such a power existed the petitioner was; pre- 
cluded by the terms of his assignment from setting up this claim against 
his assignees. 


Srieiixe, J., after commenting upon the whole scheme of the will, con- 
tinued :—In my opinion, Mrs. Hart had power to appoint to her husband. 
The introduction of a word or two more in the trusts of the second legacy 
of £10,500 would have made it clear, but those words are not there, and I 
have to consider whether this power is one of the powers for the benefit 
of C. W. If I c&nnot so hold, then the result is that the eldest daughter 
had a power which she could use on her marriage, and the two younger 
daughters, who needed it as much as the elder, had no such power; that 
would be most capricious ; and where, by acting on the interpretation of 
the words used, we are driven to the conclusion that the person using 
them is acting capriciously, &c., then, if the language admits of two 
constructions, we may reasonably and properly adopt that which avoids 
these anomalies. That rule was laid down by Lord Granworth in Adbott 
v. Middeton (7 H. LL. Cas., at p. 89), and followed by Lord Cairns in 
Bathurst v. Errington (2 App. Cas., at p. 709). Does the language of the 
testator admit of the introduction into the second legacy of a power 
similar to that given as to the first legacy? No power is given to the 
eldest daughter to appoint anything to herself, but she has this power of 
appointing to a husband. What, then, is meant by a power for the benefit 
of herself? This power to appoint to a husband might be the means of 
procuring for her great benefits in any settlement made upon her marriage. 
‘This may be considered as a power directly for the benefit of the daughter, 
but it is at least so in a secondary sense, and I hold that she had power to 
appoint to her husband. On the second question, his lordship held that 
by the deed of 1885 the petitioner had assigned all his interest in a 
particular share of the fund, and that the proviso qualifying the covenants 
implied by the assignment as beneficial owner only protected the assignor 
against liability to make good the sum assigned in case it should be 
diminished by the exercise of the power of appointment ; the petitioner's 
interest in that share of the fund was wholly assigned, and to allow him to 
take the benefit of the appointed £1,000 as against the assignees would 
be to allow him to derogate from his own at.—CounsEL, Hastings, Q.C., 
and P. 8. Gregory; Colquhoun Dill; Fisher, Q.C., and W. King ; Buckley, 
Q.C., and Carson; Daniel Jones; Reginald Winslow. Souscrrons, Kinsey, 
Ade, §& Hocking ; Brown § Woolnough ; Woodroffe. 


Re COLMAN’S TRADE-MARKS8—Kekewich, J., 11th April. 


Trape-Mark — ALTERATION or REGISTERED TrapDE-Mark — Terms — 
Patents, Designs, AND TrapE-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 
ss. 64, 74, 92—Parents, Destans, AND TrapgE-Marks Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict. c. 50), ss. 10, 16. 


Motion for leave to alter the registration of certain trade-marks by 
striking out of each of them as registered the words ‘‘ trade-mark,’’ or 
that the register might be otherwise altered as to the court should seem 
just. The trade-marks in question were all registered under the Act of 
1883, before the Act of 1888 came into operation. The applicants made 
this motion under section 92 of the Act of 1883, on account of the remarks 
made by Fry, L.J., in the recent case of Re The Apollinaris Co.’s Trade- 
Marks (ante, pp. 153, 154), to the effect that where a whole label was 
registered as a trade-mark, and yet contained the assertion that the most 
conspicuous part of the label was the trade-mark, that was an assertion 
that it, and it alone, was the trade-mark, and, therefore, that the label 
as a whole was not; and so the registered owner might lose protection 
for the mark as a whole. They contended that no terms ought to be 
imposed on them which would not have been required by the Act of 1883. 
The Comptroller of Trade-Marks did not oppose the alteration, but urged 
that it should be allowed only on condition that the applicants should 
state what they claimed as the essential parts of their trade-marks, and 
disclaim all right to the exclusive use of any added matter. 


Kexewicn, J., made an order granting the application, on the under- 











Z2erss |. 







pI. 






10,500 
f upon 
rs and 
E. W. 
tained 
child 
hed.” 
three 
D1, the 
ise a 
cy of 
but to 
_peti- 
in re- 
share 
itioner 
ed of 
ide by 
nplied 
imply 
nts or 
se by 
f any 
ation 
r the 
ed in 
ed of 
TLees 
Hart 
pre- 
ainst 





con- 
and. 
pacy 
id [ 
refit 
hter 
wer 
hat 
| of 
ing 
wo 
ids 
ott 
in 
he 
yer 
he 
of 
fit 
of 
re. 
r, 
to 
ut 
a 
is 
oy 
e 


8 

4) 
1 
’ 
’ 


’ 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 35.] 415 





April 18, 18g1. 





register a statement of the essential part 
disclaimer of the exclusive right to the added matter (if any) to the 
satisfaction of the ccmptroller, with liberty to apply to the court in case 
of difference. The applicants to pay the costs of the motion.—CovnseL, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Sebastian; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and M. J. 
Joyce. Soxrcrrors, E. Flux § Leadbitter, for W. H. Tillett § Co., Norwich; 
The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


LONDON, CHATHAM, & DOVER RAILWAY CO. rv. SOUTH-EASTERN 
RAILWAY C0.—Kekewich, J., 10th April. 


InrerEest—Cvurrent Rate or—3 & 4 Writ. 4, c. 42, s. 28. 


In this case a question arose as to what is now to be considered the current 
rate of interest. Section 28 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, provides that ‘‘ upon 
all debts or sums certain payable at a certain time, or otherwise, the 
jury, on the trial of any issue, or on any on of damages, may, if 
they shall think fit, allow interest to the creditor at a rate not exceeding 
the current rate of interest. .’ The official referee had, by his 
report, found certain sums due to the plaintiff company, and had awarded 
interest thereon under the above section at the rate of £5 per cent. On 
motion to vary the report it was contended that 5 per cent. is not now the 
current rate of interest. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the point deserved more consideration than it 
had received. The practice of juries was invariably to give 5 per cent., 
and it was the habit of judges to direct that they might give that rate, 
and that what was called in the statute the current rate of interest was 5 
per cent. That rule had held, though it was now difficult to get 3 or 4 
per cent. on investments. In Er parte Wainwright (W.N., 1890, p. 3) Kay, 
J., had reduced the rate to 4 per cent. ; but his lordship thought it would 
be a mistake on his part, on a motion to vary the referee’s report, to say 
that 5 per cent. was wrong, and interest would, therefore, be allowed at 
that rate.—Counset, Willis, Q.C., Seward Brice, Q.C., and C. 7. Mitchell ; 
Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Haldane, Q.C., and Levett, Q.C. Sotrcrrors, W. R. 
Stewart; C. § 8. Harrison, 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS (ENGLAND) ACT, 1883, GOUGH 
v. GOUGH AND OTHERS—14th April. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—TENANT FOR LirE—CoMPENSATION PAID TO OUT- 
Gornc Tenant ny Executors or Tenant For Lire—Ricut or Execv- 
TORS TO OBTAIN CHARGE UNDER SECTION 29 oF AGRICULTURAL HoLprncs 
(Exneianp) Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61). 


Appeal from the county court of Somersetshire, held at Wells, raising 
for the first time the important question, whether the executors of a 
deceased tenant for life are entitled to a ch upon the land, under 
section 29 of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883, in respect 
of a sum of money paid to a tenant, whose tenancy had expired before the 
death of the tenant for life, for compensation for unexhausted improve- 
ments. In the matter of an agreement between John Gough, deceased, 
and John Huggett, farmer, a petition was presented in the Wells County 
Court, by the executors of the late John Gough, asking for an order 
charging a sum of £35 upon a certain holding, under section 29 of the 
Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883. John Gough, deceased, was 
tenant for life of a farm, and in 1886 he let the farm to a Mr. John 
Huggett as tenant from year to year. In March, 1889, Mr. Huggett 
gave the landlord notice of his intention to quit the farm at Lady Day, 
1890, and in January, 1890, he served on the landlord a notice of claim 
under the provisions of the Agricultural Holdings Act. The landlord 
served notice of counter-claim for dilapidations, and on April 5 two 
valuers decided that there was a balance of £35 in favour of the tenant. 
On the 8th of April the tenant for life died, having up to that time been 
in receipt of the rents and profit of the lands in question as owner for life. 
The ownership then passed to the remainderman. On the 24th of April 
the executors of the deceased tenant for life paid the £35 to the tenant, 
and they then claimed a charge upon the holding for that amount of £35 
so paid by them to the outgoing tenant. The improvements in respect of 
which this compensation was paid would have become exhausted in 
Michaelmas, 1891. The question now was whether, under the above cir- 
cumstances, the petitioners (the executors) were entitled to ask for a 
charge under section 29. The learned county court judge held that the 
order asked for could not be made, as section 29 — of the “‘land- 
lord ’”’ applying for the order, and by the definition clause ‘landlord ”’ is 
to mean ‘‘ any person for the time being entitled to receive the rents and 
profits of any holding,’ whereas the ‘‘tenant’’ is defined to be the 


taking of the applicants to indorse on their application and enter on the 
iculars of their marks, and a 


fact that the definition section—section 61—defines ‘landlord’? as “‘ any 
— for the time being entitled to receive the rents and profits of any 
olding,’’ and makes no mention of the personal representatives of the 
landlord, whereas the definition of a ‘‘tenant’’ expressly includes the 
executors, administrators, and assigns of and any person deriving title 
under the tenant. This definition clause does certainly primd facie give 
rise to the presumption that in this Act ‘landlord ’’ does not include the 
executors of the landlord, but it seems to me that if the Act is looked at 
asa whole, this presumption is negatived. The right of the tenant to 
compensation is dealt with in section 1 of the Act. . . . Nowit seems 
impossible to suppose that the word “‘landlord’’ in this section does not 
incliide the personal representatives of the landlord, or to suppose that if 
the landlord were tenant for life and died suddenly, a tenant who had 
not already given notice of claim under section 7 would lose his statutory 
right to compensation. Then, in section 6 of the Act it seems clear 
that ‘‘landlord’’ must include the personal representatives of the land- 
lord. Moreover, it seems clear that a tenant—at all events, a tenant who 
has made a claim under section 7—has a right to enforce his claim against 
the executors of the landlord, for the final clause of section 61 provides 
that ‘‘ the designations of landlord and tenant shall continue to apply to 
the parties until the conclusion of any proceedings taken under or in pur- 
suance of this Act in respect of compensation for improvements.’’ In my 
opinion, we ought not to construe the Act which imposes on the landlords 
this liability so as not also to extend to them the correlative right of 
charging this compulsory expenditure on the land, and thus on those who 
have the benefit of the expenditure. . . . There is another point of 
view which seems to me to lead to the same conclusion. The definition of 
‘*landiord ’’ is any person for the time being entitled to receive the rents 
and profits of any holding. It may be that this definition may be so read 
as to include as persons for the time being entitled to receive the rents 
and profits those who are entitled to receive rents and profits in arrear or 
unpaid at and after the determination of the term. e whole scope of 
the Act goes to shew that the final account is not to be taken till after the 
determination of the term. Moreover, it can hardly be that the Legisla- 
ture intended that a tenant who had suffered the term to expire without 
making a claim under section 7 should lose the benefit of that section, or, 
indeed, of any part of the Act, and it is to be observed that if the term 
‘landlord ’’ is only to apply so long as the term subsists, the determina- 
tion of the term as well by the death of the tenant for life or cestui que rie 
as by effluxion of time will oust the jurisdiction of the statute. Cave, 
J. (after stating the facts).—Section 29 of the Act provides that a 
landlord on paying to the tenant the amount due to him in respect of com- 
pensation under this Act . . shall be entitled to obtain from the 
county court a charge on the holding to the amount of the sum so paid. 
In this case, the applicants were not the ‘‘landlord,’’ but his executors, 
and it is necessary, therefore, to turn to the interpretation clause to see if 
that throws any light on the question. Section 61 enacts that “landlord "” 
means any person for the time being entitled to receive the rents and pro- 
fits of any holding. Now the applicants never were entitled to receive the 
rents and profits of this holding, for on the death of Mr. Gough on the 7th 
of April the person for the time being entitled to receive the rents and 
profits was his granddaughter, who bécame tenant in fee on his death. At 
the end of section 61 it is provided that ‘‘ the designations of landlord and 
tenant shall continue to apply to the parties until the conclusion of any 
proceedings taken under or in pursvance of this Act in respect of com- 
pensation for improvements.” In my judgment, this part of the interpre- 
tation clause made Gough the landlord, and his tenant the tenant, after 
the 25th of March, notwithstanding his tenancy determined on that day. 
I do not see how it can possibly apply to the executors, and it seems to me 
to afford an argument against them, as tending to shew that Mr. Gough 
himself might have ceased to be within the definition of the word “‘ land- 
lord ’’ given in the earlier of the section if this clause had not been 
inserted. . . . Before the passing of the Act of 1883 the executors of 
a tenant for life who had been compelled to pay compensation to the 
tenant according to the terms of the lease, or the custom of the country, 
under such circumstances as existed here, could not have recovered any 
part of that sum from the remainderman, but the whole must have come 
out of the personal estate of the tenant for life. It is true that the Act 
gives the tenant more ample compensation than he could have obtained 
before, and makes that compensation payable a the landlord who may be 
only a tenant for life, but in return it gives the andlord power to obtain a 
charge, if in his discretion he thinks fit to do so, not only for that compen- 
sation which he is compelled by the Act to pay, but also for that which he 
would, even before the Act, have oe to an under the cn of the lease 
or the custom of the country. Is there anything unreasonable or contrary 
to natural justice in confining the option to take a charge to the landlord 
himself and in not extending it to his executors. I do not say it would 
be unreasonable to extend the option to the executors ; it is enough for 





“‘ tenant or his executors,”” and section 29 says the “landlord on paying 
to the tenant the amount due,”’ &c.; that the money was paid on the 
24th of April, when John Gough was dead and when he had therefore 
ceased to be entitled to receive the rents and profits, as he was only tenant 
for life, and his right, therefore, ceased with his death ; that the executors 
never were entitled to receive the rents and profits, and that they were 
not now entitled to charge the £35 upon the lands under the 29th section. 
The judge, therefore, dismissed the petition and the petitioners appealed. 
Tue Court, being divided in opinion, delivered the following written 
judgments :— Vavenan Wiiiiams, J.—The question in this case is 
whether the word “‘ landlord ’’ in section 29 of the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1883, includes the executors of the landlord, so as to enable them to 
obtain from the county court a charge on the holding. I think that the 
word ‘‘landlord’’ in that section does include the executors of the land- 


my pu that it is not so repugnant to natural justice to confine it to 
the se “oe personally as to cone us to puta non-natural interpretation 
on the words of the statute. . . . Itis remarkable that in another Act 
passed on the same day, but confined to Scotland, the opposite view of 
extending the option to the executors of the landlord did prevail ; and the 
very fact that the Legislature, when it was minded so to extend the option, 
knew how to e that meaning, is a strong argument against gi ring to 
quite different language in the English Act the same een cane as 
would be given to the language of the Scotch Act. Norcan it be said that 
the matter was passed over per incuriam, for when, in section 61, the Legis- 
lature comes to define the word “tenant,” it expressly includes the 
executors, and to shew that this Be ig to sation was not forgotten, 
it expressly provides that the right to receive compensation in respect 
of any improvement made by a tenant shall enure to the benefit 
of ook executors, administrators, assigns, and other persons as afore- 





lord. The argument against this construction is based entirely on the 
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said. For the above reasons, I am of opinion that the learned county 
court judge was right, and that this appeal should be dismissed. 

dismissed, without costs ; leave to appeal.—CovunszL, H. F. Lawes ; 
Garland. Soxticrrors, Pilgrim § Phillips, for Poynton, Bristol ; Moon § Gitks, 
for Leach, Martock. 


BOURNE v. WALL (WALL, Claimant)—13th April. 
Bru or Sate—Power To Seti tHe Goops on THE PREMISES—VALIDITY OF 
sucnH CLAUSE—WHETHER NECESSARY TO THE MAINTENANCE OF THE SECURITY. 


Interpleader. Appeal from a judgment of the county court judge 
sitting at Croydon, deciding that a bill of sale was bad, on the ground 
that it contained a provision that the grantee of the bill of sale might 
seize and sell the goods on the premises. The defendant Wall had given a 
bill of sale on his furniture to the Mutual Loan Association in the month 
of December, 1887. In December, 1889, the loan company were pressing 
the present defendant for the balance of £42 due on the bill of sale. The 
defi t was unable to pay this sum, and his wife, the present claim- 
ant, on the 10th of December, 1889, paid off this sum to the loan asso- 
ciation, and on the 23rd of January, 1890, the wife took an assignment of 
the bill of sale from the loan association, so that henceforth she became, 
in effect, the grantee of the bill of sale which was given over the furni- 
ture of her husband. The wife so paid off the bill of sale with moneys 
of her own, moneys which she had received under the will of her father. 
The plaintiff had recovered a judgment against the defendant, and pro- 
ceeded to levy against the furniture comprised in the bill of sale, and 
seized this furniture, as well as other goods which had been bought by 
the wife out of her ownmoney. The wife of the defendant then set up 
the bill of sale which had been assigned to her by the loan association. 
The t interpleader issue was directed, and the question was as to 
the validity of the bill of sale. The bill of sale contained a provision 
giving the grantee power to sell the goods on the premises; the provision 
was in these words :—‘‘ With power to sell the goods by private treaty or 
public auction on or off the premises.’? Before the county court judge it 
was contended on behalf of the plaintiff, the execution creditor, that the 
power to sell the goods on the premises rendered the bill of sale bad, inas- 
much as it was a substantial departure from the form in the schedule to 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882 ; that, although there might by implication be 
a engl to sell the goods, yet that the statute did not give the power to 
sell on the premises, and that therefore the bill of sale, containing, as it 
did, the stipulation that the grantee should have the power to sell the 

on premises, was rendered void by that stipulation (Bardell v. 
Daykin, 3 Times L. R. 526); also that such a clause was not necessary to 
the maintenance of the security within the meaning of the Act (Furber 
v. Cobb, 35 W. R. 398, 18 Q. B. D. 494; Ex parte Stanford, 34 W. R. 237, 
17 Q. B. D. 259). For the claimant it was contended that the proviso in 
question, giving the grantee of the bill of sale power to sell on the pre- 
mises, was a proviso which was necessary for the maintenance of the 
security, and did not therefore render the bill of sale void. The learned 
judge held, on the authority of Bardell v. Daykin, that the clause in ques- 
tion was not in accordance with the form in the schedule, and that it 
rendered the bill of sale bad. The learned judge had not the case of 
Bardell vy. Daykin before him, but admitted its effect to be what it was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiff to be. The claimant appealed. Sub- 
stantially the same arguments were used. 


A. L. Surru, J.—This is an appeal from the learned county court judge 
at Croydon, who held the bill of sale bad on the ground that it gave 
power to the grantee to enter and seize the goods and sell the same when 
seized either on or off the premises, and he held that the bill of sale was 
vitiated upon the ground that it was not in the form in the schedule 
to the Act of 1882. In this form there is some latitude given—namely, 
that the parties may insert in their own terms matters necessary 
for the maintenance of the security, that is, what the court holds as 
necessary to the maintenance of the security. The part of the clause 
giving power to seize and sell on the premises by private sale in my 

udgment is a clause we to the maintenance of the security ; for 
that there is-a direct authority by Day, J., in Lyon v. Morris (35 W. R. 707, 
19 Q. B. D. 139), therefore we have it held that that power to seize and 
sell on the premises is a reasonable provision, and one necessary for the 
maintenance of the security. Then is it unreasonable if it is by public 
auction? Idonot think so. So that to seize and sell on the premises 
lic auction is a clause necessary to the maintenance of the security. 
in, it was held by the Court of Appeal in Furber v. Cobb that a covenant 
to remove the chattels without the consent of the grantee was as 
necessary to the maintenance of the security. Can it be said, then, 
it rps any difference if it is put into the bill of sale that the sale 

of 
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be wate treaty. I think not, and I am prepared to hold that 
bill of sale is not vitiated by the clause in it which gives the grantee 
er to sell goods on the premises by private treaty or public auction. 
bill of sale is not bad on that ground. The learned judge seems to 
been led astray by the case of Bardell v. Daykin, which when examined 
a very different case from the present. It seems to me that this bill of 
sale does not sin against the form in the schedule in respect of this clause ; 
we, therefore, thiuk that his judgment was erroneous, and that this 
should be allowed. Gnrantuam, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.— 
wai, Colam ; Carrington. Soracrrons, Stanley Evans ; Seal. 


FLETCHER +, FIELDS—14th April. 


Taarric Reoviation (Mernororis) Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 134), 6. 15 
—Loavisc Coat wrrntms Prontrren Hovrs. 


By section 15 of the Traffic Regulation (Metropolis) Act, 1867, 
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a Between the hour» of ten o’clock in the morning and six o’clock in the 





evening no coal shall be loaded or unloaded on or across any footway 
within the special limit of this Act.”” The appellant had unloaded coke 
on a footway within the limits and during the prohibited hours, and was 
convicted by a police magistrate under the above section. 

Tue Court (A. L. Sarra and Grantruam, JJ.) held that as the section 
only specified coal it would be stretching it to hold that it included coke, 
which was a manufactured product of coal, and that the conviction must 
therefore be quashed.—Counset, Horace Avory; Scrutton. So.tcrrors, 
Bedford, Monier- Williams, § Robinson ; Wontner & Sons. 


SCHNEIDER v. EDELSTEIN AND ANOTHER—13th April. 


PROHIBITION — WAIVER OF OBJECTION TO JURISDICTION — EvIDENCE or 
WatveR—GROUNDS ON WHICH THE CoURT ACTS IN GRANTING A Pro- 
HIBITION. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of A. L. Smith, J., at chambers, 
to grant an order of prohibition against the Mayor’s Court. A summons 
had been issued from the Mayor’s Court at the plaintiff’s instance, andserved 
upon the defendants for the price of goods ordered from the defendants at 
Bradford, and, as alleged by the plaintiff, to be delivered in London within 
the jurisdiction of the Mayor’s Court. Upon receipt of the summons the 
defendants’ solicitor wrote acknowledging the same, and suggesting 
either a stay of the action in the Mayor’s Court, pending the result of a 
similar action against the defendants in the Bradtord County Court, or a 
transfer of plaintiff’s action to the latter court, but he made no objection 
to the jurisdiction. A. L. Smith, J., held that no cause of action arose 
within the jurisdiction, but that under Broad v. Perkins (37 W. R. 44, 21 
Q. B. D. 533) the granting of an order for prohibition was discretionary, 
and he refused it, on the ground that the terms of the defendants’ solici- 
tor’s letter were evidence of a waiver of any objection to the jurisdiction. 

Tue Court (MarHew and VaucHan WI trams, JJ.) ailowed the appeal. 
Maruew, J., said that the question whether parties had agreed or not to 
the jurisdiction was not sufficient to decide the question of waiver. The 
ground why in the very few cases in which the court had refused prohibi- 
tion on the plea of waiver was that the court below had been led on or 
trifled with by the party who Be my ry Pon ge for the prohibition. 
They were cases in which the matter had been wholly or partially dealt 
with by the court below, and where the unsuccessful party, or a party 
growing doubtful of ultimate success, started a plea against the juris- 
diction. In such cases there had been held to evidence of waiver. 
There was no such evidence here. He was, further, of opinion that it 
was the duty of the court before whom an application for prohibition was 
made to decide the question of whether, in fact, the cause of action upon 
which the jurisdiction was founded arose within the jurisdiction appealed 
from or not. He held here that it did not, and on both grounds allowed the 
appeal. Vaveuan Witu1ams, J., said that he agreed on the first point 
and with the result of this judgment, but he hesitated to say whether, 
when there was a conflict of evidence as to the question of fact on which 
the jurisdiction depended, the court to which the application for prohibi- 
tion was made should determine that. ‘That fact was one for the court 
below to determine. Here, however, there was, in his opinion, no real 
dispute as to that fact. Appeal allowed.—CounseL, (. Russell ; Austen 
Watson. Soxicrrors, Cannon § Palmer ; Wade § Co., Bradford. 


BOUND v. LAWRENCE—11th April. 


Master AnD ServaANt—Grocer’s AssisTANT — JOURNEYMAN — PERSON 
ENGAGED IN Manvat Lanourn—EmP Lovers AND WorkKMEN Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vicr. c. 90), s. 10. 


The question raised in this appeal was whether a grocer’s assistant is a 
‘‘ workman’ within the meaning of the Employers and Workmen Act, 
1875. The appeal was brought (by way of special case) from the decision 
of a court of summary jurisdiction at Newport, Monmouthshire, which had 
directed the appellant to pay to the respondent the sum of one pound as 
damages for having left the respondent’s service without notice. The 
special case stated that the appellant’s duties were to serve customers in 
the shop and write down orders, to carry to a cart at the door parcels up 
to 84lbs. in weight, and occasionally to bring up bags of flour and sides of 
bacon from the cellar, sometimes assisting to work a pulley for the purpose 
of raising these goods. By section 10 of the Act of 1875: ‘‘ The expres- 
sion workman does not include a domestic or menial servant, but, save as 
aforesaid, means any person who, being a labourer, servant in husbandry, 
journeyman, artificer, handicraftsman, miner, or otherwise engaged in 
manual labour, . has entered into, or works under, a contract with 
an employer.’’ It was contended, on behalf of the appellant, that he was 
not engaged in manual labour, and did not come within the above defini- 
tion ; and that, therefore, the magistrates had no power to deal with the 
case by virtue of the jurisdiction conferred upon them by the Act of 1875. 
Morgan v. London General Omnibus Co. (32 W. R. 759, 13 Q. B. D. 832), Cool 
v. North Metropolitan Tramways Oo. (35 W. R. 577, 28 Q. B. D. 684), and 
Yarmouth v. France (36 W. R. 281, 19 Q. B. D. 647) were cited as to the 
meaning of ‘‘ workman.”’ 

Tue Court (A. L. Surrn, and Grantuam, JJ.) differed. Granruam, 
J., considered that the decision of the magistrates, that the appellant was 
a workman, was right. A person holding a similar position in a butcher's 
shop would be called a journeyman butcher, and the work performed by 
both was practically the same. The appellant had to perform very similar 
services to those performed by the pinntift in Yarmouth v. France, who 
was held to be a workman within the meaning of the Act. If a grocer’s 
assistant were set to work with a machine for chopping sugar, such as 
was rapes, Bagnay in large grocers’ shops, and were injured, his labour 
would surely be such as to bring him within the benefit of the Employers’ 
Liability Act. The labour of the appellant seemed to be of the same 
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character as that of a journeyman, and he was, therefore, within the Act. 
The test to be applied was (according to the Master of the Rolls’ j it 
in Morgan v. London General Omnibus Co.), what was the real and sub- 
stantial business of the person employed, and, in the present case, the real 
and substantial business of the appellant was such as to bring him within 
the definition of a workman in the Act. A. L. Surrn, J., thought that 
section 10 included in the definition of workman all skilled and unskilled 
manual labourers, and also certain persons who might not come under the 
description ‘‘engaged in manual labour,” and who were, therefore, 
specifically mentioned. If it had been intended to bring in grocers’ 
assistants it would have been easy to have ified them, or to have put 
in the term ‘‘shopmen,’’ which would have included such assistants. He 
could not hold that a grocer’s assistant came within the term ‘‘ journey- 
man”; his principal business was not manual labour, he was only 
occasionally employed in manual labour. The mere use of the 
hands did not constitute manual labour, ise hairdressers and 
copyists would be manual labourers. There was no service in which a 
man did not use his hands to some extent. In Morgan v. London General 
Omnibus Co. and in Cook vy. North Metropolitan Tramways Co. the court had 
held that in the one case an omnibus conductor and in the other a driver 
of a tramcar were not engaged in manual labour. In Yarmouth v. France 
the driver employed by a wharfinger was held to be a workman because a 
chief part of his duty was to load and unload a trolley, which was manual 
labour. And in Hunt v. Great Northern Railway Co. (coram Pollock, B., and 
Charles, J., 29th January, 1891) a railway guard who occasionally moved 
goods into and out of his van was held not to be within the Act, because 
those were not his main duties. This case was to be decided upon the 
same grounds as those others—namely, that the ordinary duties of the 
appellant were those of an indoor assistant, and that he was not engaged 
in manual labour. The court being divided, the order of the justices would 
stand. Leave to appeal granted.—Counset, Bailhache ; Rowlatt. Soxtct- 
rors, Warriner §& Kinch, for Llewellyn § Moore, Newport, Mon.; G. 8. 
Warmington, for D. R. Evans, Newport, Mon. 


THE QUEEN v. THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE BANK OF 
ENGLAND—9th April. 


Bank or Enotanp—Uncriamep Srock—Last or previovs Hoipers— 
Rigut To rwsprct—Nationat Dent Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 71), 
ss. 51, 52. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a mandamus against the 
Governor and Company of the Bank of England, ordering them to permit 
inspection of their lists of the names and addresses of the holders of ‘‘ un- 
claimed stock ’’ to the servants of a company part of whose business it 
was to have information ready to give to -persons who might consult them 
with a view to making a claim to such stock. Section 51 of the National 
Debt Act, 1870, provides for the transfer to the National Debt Commis- 
sioners of all stock no dividend whereon is claimed for ten years before 
the last day on which a dividend thereon becomes payable. Section 52 
provides that ‘‘ immediately after such transfer the name in which the 
stock stood immediately before the transfer, the residence and description 
of the parties, the amount transferred, and the date of transfer, shall be 
entered in a list to be kept for the purpose by the bank in whose books 
the stock stands, which list shall be open for inspection at the usual hours 
of transfer.’’ It was argued against the rule that a person applying for 
inspection of books which were open to inspection under a statute must 
have reasonable grounds for his application, i.e., a personal interest in 
the inspection. The Queen v. London and St. Katharine Docks Co. (23 W. R. 
136) was cited. 


A. L. Ssrrn, J., said that the object for which the inspection was 
wanted was in order to find out the amount of stock due to persons who 
had not claimed it, and so to obtain fees for supplying the information. 
There was no evidence that the person making the application had himself 
any interest in the dividends. He claimed merely as a member of the 
public, under section 52. But in his opinion the words “‘ open for inspec- 
tion ’’ in section 52 meant open for inspection by anyone claiming to be 
interested in the stock, and the applicant was altogether outside that 
meaning. It was formerly the practice of the bank to publish the list, 
but that opened the way to frauds and the publication was stopped. The 
applicant was not interested himself or on behalf of any other person 

e duty of the court was to use its discretion as to issuing the preroga- 
tive writ of mandamus, and it might refuse to issue it, not only on the 
merits, but on the ground of delay in the application or for other reasons 
personal to the applicant. On such grounds it must be refused here and 
the rule discharged. Granruam, J., concurred. Rule discharged.— 
Counsen, Sir R. BE. Webster, A.G., Greene, Q.C., and R. Bray; Gaskell, 
Soxicrrors, Freshfields § Williams; J. H. Lee. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


10th April—F reperick Aveustus Lang (Stratford-on-Avon). 

10th April—Jonn Henry Kinny (formerly of 42, Bishopsgate-street 
Within, London). 

10th April—Roxert Corzeman Hutonras. 

10th April—Cnantes Henry Drake (Exeter), 

15th April—F rank Ganprygn. 





County Courts. 


PULLMAN v. LONDON, BRIGHTON, AND SOUTH COAST RAILWAY 
CO0.— Westminster, 8th April. 
County Covrt—Costs BEyYonD AMOUNT INDORSED on SuMMONS WHERE 
Money parp into Courr—County Courts Acr, 1888, s. 107, Fors 11. 


This case raised a point of great importance to suitors. It was stated, 
although a matter of almost every-day practice, that there had never been 
a. judicial decision on the subject, and that the registrars of various 
county courts differed as to what the was, and in their in : 
soe eg the pinay Ba eg F mgt , and nag Mh tiff 

rought an action ilwa: 

County Court for £12 damages for pase oa ow Meng intrusted to 
the company for carriage from Brighton to London. defence sub- 
stantially was that there had been no declaration of value nor insurance 
under the Carriers Act (11 Geo. 4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 68), s. 1. Immediately 
the plaint was issued the ope rd for and 

the defendants to answer by 


of the plaintiff’s claim into court. The 
tiff’s costs of the action, including 
ground that the summons, which was Form No. 11 of 
Forms, contained the indorsement: ‘‘If you pay the 
stated in the summons five clear days before the trial you will avoid 
Surther costs,’ and, therefore, all the costs he could allow were the 
indorsed on the summons as issued, excluding the costs of the discovery 
and all subsequent costs. The matter was subsequently referred to the 
judge for his decision. For the plaintiff it was contended that Form No. 
11 must be read in conjunction with the Act of Parliament and rules. 
The form can only refer to the costs of the summons, not to any inter- 
locutory application, which can be dealt with separately. If ertine, 
the form is «tra vires, and not authorized by the Act of Parliament. The 
framers of the rules and forms exceeded their authority. When read in 
conjunction with the Act and rules the Act must prevail : see section 107 
of 51 & 52 Vict. c. 43; ord. 9, r. 11 of the pages / Court Rules. If Form 
No. 11 was to be taken literally no suitor could get discovery or ad- 
minister interrogatories without getting the trial postponed at a greater 
expense. For the defendants it was urged that Form No. 11 was settled 
after great consultation with the county court judges. It clearly 
vides that no further costs than the costs of the summons are if 
money is paid into court five clear days before the 
to cheapen — in the county {fcourts. Five 
enable a plaintiff to get up his case for trial. This 

daily practice in the county courts for years, and was so well established 
that the point had never before been raised. 

His Honour Judge Barty, after considering the Act, rules, and form, 
said:—Form No. 11 must be in ee with the Act and 
rules. Section 107 of the Act gives the plain to the time 
of payment into court. The costs are not limi the 
summons, but all proper and necessary costs incurred subsequent to the 
issue of the summons until the —— into court. These costs the 
registrar will tax. His honour gave leave the 
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THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tur Leeds Incorporated Law Society have issued the following state- 
ment :— 

This Government Bill, which bears the names of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer and the Attorney-General, has attracted the attention of 
solicitors throughout the country, as well as of all those interested in the 
execution of trusts, whether as ies, trustees, bankers, brokers, or 
others. The committee of the Leeds Law Society, having considered the 
Bill, desire to ——— the ey the following summary of their 
objections to it. @ object of Bill is to create a public trustee, who 
will be a salaried officer, ted by the Treasury with the concurrence 
of the Lord Chancellor, and who 
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department for the transaction of public business which 
essentially requires personal knowledge of the circumstances of each case, 
and freq also considerable tact and delicacy of management. It is 


obtaining Seanens, See arises in the appointment of new 
trustees, and in all cases the of eS ee ee 
has been now greatly diminished by the Trustees Act, 1888, and the Trust 
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Investment Act, 1889. There would be no difficulty in obtaining the 
eonsent of competent persons to act as trustees if the immunities proposed 
to be conferred upon public trustees were conferred upon them. The Bill 
will increase rather than diminish the difficulty of obtaining private trustees. 
If it be said that legislation is required in consequence of the numerous 
cases of fraud or breach of trust, it may be replied that there is nothing 
to show that relatively to the total number of trusts these 
are so frequent as to require the intervention of Parliament. The cases 
of mal-administration attract attention, but the cases in which the busi- 
ness is properly managed are not noticed. The creation of a public 
trustee will seriously diminish the income of beneficiaries. A public 
trustee has to work on determined lines, and inasmuch as by the present 
Bill the Consolidated Fund is made liable for the fraud or negligence of the 
public trustee, it is reasonable to suppose that the Treasury will take care 
that all trust moneys are invested in consols, so that the securities 
authorized by the Trust Investment Act, 1889, and which pay a larger 
percentage, will not be resorted to. The payment of the public trustee 
and the expense of keeping up a Government Department must inevitably 
increase the expenditure in each trust to the detriment of the beneficiaries ; 
and as the present Bill is drawn, until more is known what rules and 
regulations will be made, it is impossible to estimate what this increased 
expenditure will be. The question is of great importance to bankers, 
brokers, and others interested in the investment of trust funds. It is 
part of the policy of the Bill that-trust funds at present invested in such 
securities as debenture stock and preference stock of railways and other 
public companies, mortgages on land, and the whole range of securities 
authorised by the Trust Investment Act, 1889, should be transferred into 
consols, where they will remain under the control of the Government. 
The Bill provides that the public trustee shall be paid fees either by way 
of percentage or otherwise, as may be fixed by the Treasury. It will be 
exceedingly difficult to frame a scale of fees applicable to large and small 
trust and to properties of different kinds, where the difficulty of manage- 
ment varies very greatly. There are a very large number of small trusts 
where the whole trust fund does not exceed £150 or £200, and which would 
scarcely bear the imposition of any fees at all. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on Wednesday at the Holborn 
Restaurant, Mr. Justice Romer in the chair. 

The toast of ‘‘ The Queen ’’ having been drunk, 

Mr. Cuvrcn gave ‘‘ The Legal Profession.”” As one who had practised 
twenty years as a solicitor, and for the last quarter of a century had been 
one of the chief clerks in Chancery, he expressed an opinion adverse to any 
amalgamation of the two branches of the profession. ‘There was too much 
to do and too much to know for any one man to overtake it, and fusion 
would only lead to the work not being as well done as it was at present. 
If any member of one branch wanted to change to the other, he had now 
the means of doing so at short notice, and therein lay the true principle of 

ion. 

Mr. Lockwoon, Q.C., M.P., and Mr. W. Dowsoy responded. 

The Cuatrman gave the toast of the evening, ‘The United Law 
Society,’’ and said that the society, alike in regard to numbers and 
pecup resources, was in a fairly prosperous condition. .One of the 
objects of the society being the cultivation of the art of public speaking, 
the learned judge gave a short address on that subject, advocating attend- 
ance at debating societies as one of the best means of acquiring facility in 
the art. He gave it as his opinion that the glory and prosperity of this 
country were largely due to the way in which justice was administered, 
and, m conclusion, called upon the members of the society to do all they 
could to advance the interests of the profession. 

Mr. A. K. Common, chairman of the society, replied in the name of the 


society. 

The other toasts were “ The Visitors,” proposed by Mr. Swinfen Eady, 
and replied to by Mr. Atherley-Jones, M.P. ; and “‘ The Chairman,” whose 
health, proposed by Mr. C. Herbert Smith, the secretary, was enthu- 
siastically drunk by the company. 





HEREFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at Hereford on the 
20th ult., when there were present :—Mr. F. Bodenham (president), Mr. A. 
Temple (vice-president), Messrs. W. M. Akerman, H. ©. Beddoe, W. 
Boycott, G. Davies, P. W. L. Earle, W. J. Humfrys, F. R. James, J. G. 
James, T. Llanwarne, M. J. G. Scobie, J. F. Symonds, E. L. Wallis, C. D. 
Andrews, H. V. Smith, F. 8. Colline, G. H. Page, and J. R. Symonds, 
hon. sec. The minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed. 
and signed. A letter dated 10th March, 1891, from the secretary of the 
Incorporated Law Society stating that the council fully concurred in the 
views expressed by this society as to appointments of justices’ clerks being 
confined to solicitors and it was resolved that a copy of the resolution of 
this society, passed November 10th, in favour of legislation limiting such 
os to solicitors, should be sent to the Justices’ Clerks’ Society. 

report of the committee for the past year was received and adopted. 
The accounts for the year ending 31st December, 1890, an abstract of 
which had been printed and circulated with the report, was approved. 

Resolved—on the motion of Mr. J. F. Symonds, seconded by Mr. 
Humfrys, that Mr. A. Temple be elected president. 








Also, on the motion of the president, seconded by Mr. H. C. Beddoe, 
that Mr. Humfrys be elected vice-president. 

Mr. J. R. Symonds was re-elected as hon. secretary and treasurer. 

The following were elected as the committee :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
F. Bodenham, J. Corner, J. Gwynne James, Llanwarne, Scobie, Page, 
F. 8. Collins, W. Masefield, and Andrews. 

Resolved—that it be an instruction to the committee to consider and 
report upon the best means of insuring an annual change in the members 
of the committee. 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. J. Gwynne James, seconded by 
Mr. H. C. Beddoe, that having regard to the position assumed by the 
Government as indicated by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to the 
deputation, it is not desirable to —— the Public Trustee Bill as a whole, 
but that it is essential that it shall be carefully considered and such 
clauses introduced as may be necessary to make it useful and workable, 
and particularly that provision should be made to prevent the compulsory 
principle being introduced. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Conditions of sale.—The attention of the committee having been directed 
to the case of Re Willett and Argenti (60 L. T. Rep. 735), which decided that 
the cost of the production of deeds in the possession of a mortgagee must 
be borne by a purchaser, by virtue of sub-section 6 of section 3 of the 
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, they have resolved to add a 
condition to the common forms providing that such costs shall not fall on 
the purchaser. They have also communicated with the Incorporated Law 
Society, U.K., and have received a reply to the effect that the council 
agree with the committee as to the hardship of the present state of the law, 
and would gladly avail themselves of any opportunity of getting the subject 
reconsidered in Parliament. 

Justices’ clerks.—A special general meeting, called by requisition, was held 
on November 10, to consider the appointment by the Ross bench of 
magistrates of a clerk not a member of the profession. It appearing 
however that the gentleman appointed was duly qualified under the Justices’ 
Clerks’ Act, 1877, the meeting passed a resolution directing the attention 
of the principal law society to the desirability of an alteration in the law to 
the effect that such appointments should be confined to solicitors alone. 
The committee feel that no personal objection could be raised to the 
gentleman appointed, in fact they are conscious of his fitness, in many 
ways, for the post he now fills. 

County Courts Act, 1888, section 72.—The committee have expressed 
approval of the resolution passed at the annual general meeting of the 
principal law society on 11th July, in favour of the repeal of so much of 
this section as prohibits the solicitor of a suitor from retaining another 
solicitor to appear as advocate. 

Land transfer.—The committee congratulate the society and profession 
at large upon the fact that no Land Transfer Bill has been introduced this 
session, a result which they feel to be mainly due to the successful opposi- 
tion to the previous measures got up by the law societies throughout the 
country. 

‘osts of leases.—In their report on the 23rd April, 1888, the following 
resolution of the committee was given, and it is reprinted, as inquiries 
have been made on the subject :—‘' That this committee considers that in 
the absence of any stipulation to the contrary, it is the universally recog- 
nized practice in this part of the country for the costs of the lessor’s 
solicitor to be divided equally between lessor and lessee, and that the 
lessee pay his own solicitor in addition, if he employs one. 





ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 


Minutes of the annual meeting of the above societies, held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Thursday, the 2nd of April, 1891. 
Mr. J. F. Milne, President of the Manchester Law Association, in the 
chair. 

Present—the undermentioned societies, represented as follows : 

The Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law Society, D. 
H. Witherington ; The Bristol Incorporated Law Society, Chas. R. Han- 
cock; The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law Society, E. 
W. Coren ; The Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society, W. J. Humfrys ; 
The Kent Law Society, C. A. Case ; The Leeds Incorporated Law Society, 
Thomas Marshall; The Liverpool Incorporated Law Society, F. M. Hull 
and C. H. Morton; The Manchester Incorporated Law Association, 
J. F. Milne, and W. C. Lord; The Newcastle-on-Tyne Incorporated 
Law Society, Robert Pybus; The Nottingham Incorporated Law Society, 
Arthur Barlow ; The Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society, A. E. 
Maxfield ; The Somersetshire Law Society, T Meyler. Thomas Marshall, 
Hon. See. 

Letters and telegrams from Mr. Herbert Bramley, Mr. R. Ellet, and 
Mr. J. W. Howlett, regretting their inability to attend, were read. 

The Hon. Secretary reported that the Great Yarmouth and Plymouth 
Law Societies had joined the Association, and that the Dorsetshire Law 
Society had retired during the past year, and that the present number of 
members was twenty-nine. 

The accounts for the year ending December 31, 1890, were presented, 
audited, and passed. 

Resolved :—‘‘ That the subscription for the year 1891 be £2 for the 
societies whose members do not exceed fifty, and £4 for the societies 
whose members exceed fifty.” 

Resolved :—‘‘ That Mr. Wm. A. Jevons and Mr. Thomas Marshall 
be appointed secretaries, and Mr. Thomas Marshall, treasurer for the 

ear. 


Public Trustee Bill.—The Secretary stated that the second reading of 
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this Bill was fixed for Monday, April 6; that several additional notices of 
objection to the measure had been given by members of Parliament; that 
a special committee of the council of the Incorporated Law Society had 

pared amendments to the Bill which had been settled by Mr. Wolsten- 
ime, and placed in the hands of Mr. H. H. Fowler, Sir A. K. Rollit, 
Mr. Whitley and Mr. Gainsford Bruce ; that if the second reading of the 
Bill should be carried, which seemed probable, it would be moved that 
the Bill be referred to a select committee, but without power of taking 
evidence, and that the feeling of many influential members of Parliament, 
including Mr. H. H. Fowler, and also (it was understood) Sir Horace 
Davey, was in favour of moulding the Bill in committee so as to make the 
public trustee a mere custodian of trust funds. The draft amendments 
on the Bill having been read ; after considerable discussion the following 
resolutions were passed :— 

(1) ‘‘ That the Associated Provincial Law Societies repeat their objec- 
tions to the Bill summarized in the secretary’s circular dated the 6th of 
March last.’’ 

(2) *‘ That the same societies strenuously oppose any compulsory pro- 
posals for the creation of a public trustee, even were he to be a mere 
custodian. of trust funds.”’ 

(3) ‘* That it is desirable that the rules for regulating the office of public 
trustee and carrying the Act into effect should be made by a committee or 
board on which solicitors should be directly represented.”’ 

(4) ‘*‘ That the amendments of the Bill pre by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society be substantially adopted, and additional amend- 
ments prepared to give effect to the foregoing resolutions, and that the 
conn: 3 be requested to draft such amendments for settlement by 
counsel.”’ 

The suggestion that the Bill should be so amended as to make the public 
trustee a mere custodian of trust funds did not recommend itself to the 
majority of the representatives. 

Advocacy before Justices—The chairman drew attention to some recent 
proceedings in the North London Police Court, in which it appeared that 
an Officer of the London County Council had attended to prosecute, and a 
correspondence between the council of the Incorporated Law Society and 
the London County Council was referred to, from which it appeared that 
the London County Council considered that, except under very special and 
rare circumstances, when it might not be practicable to arrange for the 
attendance of a solicitor, the employment of a solicitor was desirable, 
without, however, admitting that on the occasion referred to they had 
transgressed the law. The following resolution was thereupon passed :— 
‘That having regard to the proceedings in the North London Police 
Court, before Mr. Haden Corser, in the opinion of this meeting, steps 
should be taken whenever opportunity offers to test the legality of corporate 
bodies conducting prosecutions before magistrates by representatives who 
are not solicitors.’’ 

Costs in County Courts—Mr. Pybus, on behalf of the Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne Law Society, called attention to the inadequacy of costs on appeal 
from county courts. He pointed out that under the old practice an appeal 
from the county court was by special case, in which the facts were stated, 
whereas now it is by motion, thus requiring a fuller brief than the scale 
allows—viz., six folios; and that although in practice this scale had been 
slightly increased, the present allowance for instructions for brief and 
drawing same is quite inadequate, and that both the Queen’s Coroner and 
Master Mellor of the Crown Office considered it so to be. 

The following resolutions were subsequently passed :—‘‘ That the rules 
now in force with regard to the allowance of costs on appeals from count 
courts press hardly upon successful litigants, and ought to be sotieal. 
especially with a view to allowing adequate fees for instructions for and 
preparing brief to counsel in the Court of Appeal in those cases in which 
counsel has not been employed in the county court.’’ ‘‘That the hon. 
secs. be requested to take such steps as they think best to bring the matter 
before the proper authorities.’’ 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the business of the meeting. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Easter Examination, 1891. 

GeneraL EXAMINATION or Stupents or THE Inns or Covrt, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th March, 1891. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :— 
Edward Acton, Olusomoka Rotimi Alade, Charles Stuart Allison, Charles 
Leete Attenborough, Douglas Cole Bartley, John Godfrey Baumbach, 
Richard Berens, Charles Churchill Branch, Charles Peter Caspersz, Wil- 
liam John Turner Clarke, Wilfred Bruno Colbeck, Daniel Henry Conner, 
Thomas Perey Cooke, George Dodson, Arthur George Du Cane, John 
Avglaverd Dugdale, Charles Henry Evan-Thomas, Reginald George 
Gallop, Cecil Bertie Gedge, Frederick William Gilks, Mirza Fukhundeen 
Hassan, Arthur Emil Hayton, Herbert Tremenheere Hewett, John Henry 
Jackson, Thomas Dalton Lawrance, Malcolm Edward Horne Martin, 
Robert Moritz Meyer, James Henry Monk, Joseph Henry Parry, Wilson 
Pease, Lionel Charles Whitehead Phillips, Diwan Ram Prashad, Matthew 
Stewart Prichard, Oscar Welwyn Rayner, Percy Scott Hill Scott-Crickitt, 
William Howel Scratton, Ernest Hamilton Sharp, Herbert ee 
Shepherd, Edward Tilley Slater, Henry Staveley-Hill, James Reginald 
Thomas, Edgar Frederick Gladstone Truefitt, and Herbert Whyatt, of the 
Inner Temple; Rama Bulaki, Frederick Edwin Bushell, Basil Woodward 
Crump, Framroze Pestonji Doctor, John Foster Vesey Fitzgerald, David 








Fulton, ps ey Hannen, Shaikh Mazharul Haq, Lal Harkishen, 
Reginald Ker , Egerton Milne Contes Fortes, Tennant Macfar- 
lane, Alexander Maclean, William James Mason, Leopold James 
Maxse, Hemendra Nath Mitra, Robert Morris, James Murray, Albert 
Parsons, John Wyatt Peters, Alfred Gopal Ram, John Alexander 
Sinclair, Matthew Robert Stedman, Percy Gladstone La ge my Shunpei 
Uyemura, Samuel Edgar Wills, and Arthur 7 ates, of the 
Middle Temple ; Frederick , Lala Chand, Hon. 
George Charles Colville, Thomas Loffill Dutton Dickinson, Sydney Roden 
Fothergill, Allen Gordon McArthur, Frederick William Moore, Oswald 
Norman, Philip Spencer O’Bryen-Taylor, Norman Wise Sibley, John 
Ormerod Scarlett Thursby, and a Vallance, of Lincoln’s- 
inn; John Stuart Baird, Anthony a , and Sasi Bhushan 
Sarbadhicary, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Charles Hamilton Bardswell, Julian Edward Bellamy, oe Hashim 
Bilgrami, Selwyn John Curwen Brinton, Malcolm Campbell-Johnston, 
Frank Shewell Cooper, Thomas Dixon, Balthazar Stephen + nt Foster, 
Arthur Gee, John William Grant, Alexander Lidde Hannay, Francis 
Henry Harding, Henry Bradshaw Isherwood, Richard Cornthwaite 
Lambert, Kenneth Lachlan Macdonald, Abdul Majeed Khan, George 
Frederick Lloyd Jones Mortimer, William Henry Nagle, Thomas Willans 
Nussey, Robert Palgrave Page, Ernest James Phelps, Roda Mull 
Quanugoe, Alexander Pandia Ralli, James Caulfield Roe, Charles Frederic 
Scott, Thomas Roper Spyers, and Edward Labouchere Ruthver Thornton, 
of the Inner Temple; William Alexander Newton Battenburgh, Henry 
Beaumont, Purnanand Makanand Bhatt, Syed Zainul Abideu Bilgrami, 
Richard Percy Clowes, Jehanghir Dossabhoy Cola, John Edward Cooney, 
Eduardo Patricio Avelius Dalgado, John Asirvadam David, James Edward 
Geoffrey De Montmorency, John Frederick Devenish-Meares, Hugh 
Charles Sowerby Dumas, Felix Henry Valentine Gottlieb, Dady - 
bhoy) Hormusji, Syed Hasan Imam, John Chater Jordan, Charles Bronte 
Mo: , Horace James Norton, John Moreton Prichard, Florance Thomas 
Ste = Rippingall, Gurdas Ram Sawhny, Chandra Sekhar Sen G , 
William Charles Eldon Serjeant, Conrad Johnson‘ Simmons, Satc 
Nanda Sinha, Joseph Francis Balfour Sutherland, and Hirondo Tomidzu, 
of the Middle Temple ; Francis Drummond Percy Chaplin, Charles Black- 
stone Clapcott, Julius Hirschfeld, Edmund Gibbs Kimber, Thomas § y 
Lea, Edward John Bayly Macarthur, Satis Chandra Mookerjee, Thomas 
Poole Gordon Robinson, and George Rupert Thomas Upton, of Lincoln’s- 
inn; John Hammond Codrington-Hobkirk, Moti Lal Kaistha, and Louis 
Arthur Salomon, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Depatrxe Socrery.—April 14—Mr. Crawford in the 
chair.—The subject for discussion, ‘‘ That the case of Barrow v. Isaacs 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 417), was wrongly decided,’’ was opened by Mr. Douglas, 
followed by Mr. Herbert Walton. Mr. Lathbury opposed. The debate 
having been declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :— In the 
affirmative : Messrs. Watson, Pattinson, and Watkins; in the negative : 
Messrs. Arnold, Greene, Thirlby, and Stevens. Mr. Douglas ied. 
The chairman, having summed up, put the motion to the meeting, when it 
was lost by a majority of three. The subject for discussion at the next 
meeting of the society, on Tuesday, the 21st of April, is: “‘ That our fiscal 
policy ought to be changed so as to give greater advantages to our colonies 
than to other countries.”’ 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Grorce Arruvr Rooks, solicitor, of London, died on the 10th inst. 
He was the son of Mr. Charles Ody Rooks, and was born in the year 1834. 
He was articled in 1858 to the late Mr. Thomas Lee, and at the Final 
Examination was adjudged to have been entitled to honorary distinction 
had he been wnder the age of twenty-six. He was admitted an attorney 
and solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1863, and a member of the Incoi ) { 
Law Society in the following year. He was on the Li of the Salters 
Company, and served for several years as a member of the St. Giles’s Dis- 
trict Board of Works and a ian of the poor for St. George, Blooms- 
bury. He had been a member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 
since 1864. He married, in 1876, Miss Cunigunda Antonia Marie Kratz 
Pelzer, who predeceased him. Mr. Rooks retired from practice three or 
four years back on account of ill-health. 


Mr. Cuarzes Josrrx Treorntvs Hawero, M.P., died on the 11th inst. 
He was the eldest son of Charles Joachim, Baron Hambro, of Roehamp- 
ton, Surrey, and was born on the 2nd of October, 1834. He was educated 
at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple on the 30th of April, 1860. He was a baron of the kingdom of 
Denmark, Colonel of the Dorset Yeomanry, late Captain of the 8th Dorset 
Royal Volunteers, and M.P. for og or from 1868 to 1874. He was a 
justice of the peace and Deputy-Lieutenant for Dorset, and High Sheriff 
in 1882. He was lord of the manors and patron of Winterborne, Strick- 
land, Milton Abbas, and Stoke Wake. He married, on the 15th of 
December, 1857, Susan Amelia, daughter of the Ven. and Hon. Henry 
Reginald Yorke, Archdeacon of Hun on. 

The _— Hon. Groree Avoustus Cavenpisn-Bantivcx, barrister, 
Member of Parliament for Whitehaven, died on the 9th inst., at Brown. 
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sea Island, near Poole. He was the only son of Major-General Lord 
Frederick Bentinck, C.B., fourth son of the third Duke of Portland, his 
mother Mary, daughter of the first Earl of Lonsdale. He was born 
onthe 9th of July, 1821, and was educated at Westminster School and Trinity 
College, Cam! , where he took his M.A. degree. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s- on the 29th of June, 1846. He was Member of 
Parliament for Taunton from 1859 to 1865. Since the latter date up to 
his death he has re mted Whitehaven. He was Secretary to the 
Board of Trade in 1874-75, and Judge Advocate General from 1875 to 
1880. He was a justice of the peace for Cumberland and Dorset, and a 
trustee of the British Museum. He married, in August, 1850, Prudence 
Penelope, fourth daughter of the late Col. Chas. Powell Leslie, of Glass- 
lough, Co. Monaghan, and has issue. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricuarp Henn-Cottis, Q.C., has been appointed to the Judgeship 
of the High Court rendered vacant by the retirement of Sir J. F. 
—- Mr. Collins is the third.son of Mr. Stephen Collins, Q.C., of 

. He waseducated at Downing College, Cambridge, where he took 
his M.A. degree in 1868. He became an honorary fellow in 1884. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 18th of November, 
1867, and practised on the Northern Circuit. Mr. Collins was for some 

a revising barrister, and was joint-editor of the 8th edition of 
Smith’s Leading Cases. He was — a Queen’s Counsel in 1883, 
and has been a member of the Bar Committee. 


Mr. Francis Wm11am Mactzan, Q.C., has been appointed a Master in 
Lunacy in the place of Sir Alexander Miller, resigned. Mr. Maclean, who 
is the third son of Mr. Alexander Maclean, of Barrow Hedges, Carshalton, 
Surrey, was born on the 13th of December, 1844. He was educated at 
Westminster School and Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple on the 30th of April, 1868. He married on 
the 10th of August, 1869, Mattie, the second daughter of Mr. John 
Sowerby, of Benwell Tower, Northumberland. 


Mr. Arruvr E. Natper, solicitor and notary public, formerly of 
Barrow-in-Furness, has been appointed Clerk to the Shepton Mallet Local 
Board, Clerk to the Guardians, and Clerk to the Rural Sanitary Authority, 
and has also been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Henry Burton Bucxiey, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtions. 


Joun Curaupe and Rorert Owen Davies, solicitors (Cufaude & Davies), 
Mountain Ash and Ynysybwl, Glamorganshire. April 1. 
[ Gazette, April 10. 
Atrrep Juni1an Pitts and Tuomas James Savace, solicitors (Pitts & 
Savage), 57 and 59, Ludgate-hill, London. December 25. 


Txomas Waker and Frank Lanororne, solicitors (Walker & Lang- 
borne), Malton. March 25. [ Gazette, April 14. 


GENERAL. 


The death is announced of Lord Mure, lately one of the judges of the 
Court of Session, Edinburgh, who resigned his position as a Lord of Session 
in October, 1889, and has since lived in retirement. 


The ensuing spring assizes will necessitate the absence of three judges 
only from town during the present sittings, as assizes will be held at 
Manchester and Liverpool on the Northern and at Leeds on the North- 
Eastern Circuits alone. At Manchester and Liverpool both civil and 
criminal business will be taken, but at Leeds prisoners only will be tried. 
Mr. Justice Grantham and Mr. Justice Wright will go to Manchester and 
Li » and Mr. Justice Day will attend at Leeds. The commission 
days have been fixed as follows :—Manchester, Saturday, April 25; Liver- 
pool, Saturday, May 2; Leeds, Saturday, May 2. 


The Times says that an amusing incident occurred in the Lord Mayor’s 
Court on April 15, where the Recorder was sitting trying cases. A jury 
had heard a case, and, being unable to agree, retired to deliberate. After 
wh A . ores the jury was handed to - Recorder, who, after 

must prevent a tragedy; send for the jury.”” Upon 

returning into court the jury were discharged without giving a verdict, as 

~~ were still — oo. It was sy pe stated pe the note to 

judge ran : en of us are agreed, but-the other two decline to agree 
while they have breath in their bodies.’’ 


At a dinner of the Fishmongers’ Company on Wednesday the Lord 
, replying to the toast of his health, said that “‘ he should be in 

absolute despair if, sitting on the bench, he did not have the assistance of 
particularly from opposite sides. No doubt our modern system 

was attended with difficulties ; in the committee-room, for example, a very 
able counsel might be confronted by some unfortunate gentleman who 
made his there for the first time. He supposed such difficulties 
had before ; but he believed that, on the whole, they would get 
through them, and only get through them, by adhering to the principles, 
however much forms — change, on which they had hitherto relied. 
The first of these principles was to give an equal hearing to both parties, 
and to take care that they should be pots fully. Furthermore, they 
should all do their duty according to their yiews of what was right. He 











recognized in the bara of the united machinery on which the 88 
of justice must wa = 

At the County of London Sessions, on the 10th inst., Sir Richard 
Nicholson, Clerk of the Peace, read a number of letters which had passed 
between the Home Office, the Chairman of the Court, and the London 
County Council with reference to the proposed formation of an additional 
Court of Quarter Sessions for the county of London. At present, only 
two courts are held, but it a) that in consequence of the state of the 
business of the court, anal dew large number of assessment appeals to 
be heard, the Home Secretary consulted the law officers of the Crown, 
and had been advised by them that the county council had power, under 
sub-section 6 of section 42 of the Local Government Act, to create a third 
court. The county council had a passed and forwarded to the 
justices a resolution directing them to hold ‘‘an additional court for the 
purpose of hearing and determining appeals.” After considerable discus- 
sion, the following motion was carried unanimously :—‘‘ That while 
desirous of advancing the business of the county, by the holding of another 
Court of Quarter Sessions, it seems to the justices now present that the 
direction of the London County Council is not in accordance with the 
section under which the resolution communicated to the justices purports 
to be framed, and that it goes beyond it, and that the clerk of the peace 
be instructed to point this out to the clerk of the council. 





The prospectus of The National Bank of the South African Republic, 
Limited, has been issued. Capital, £1,000,000, in 100,000 shares of £10 
each. £500,006, in 50,000 fully-paid shares, are now offered, of which the 
Government of the South African Republic have subscribed for 10,000 
shares, which shares have been allotted in full. Share warrants to bearer 
are issued with coupons attached. The price of subscription is £10 10s. 
per share, payable £1 on application, £4 10s. on allotment, £5 an the 
20th May. 








“-*COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
tit No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
ard Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srreuixea. KeEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
Carrington Beal 
Lavie Pugh ~ 
Carrington Beal 
Lavie Pugh 
Carrington Beal 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrmes, 1891. 
(Continued from p. 404.) 
Crown Paper. 
For Argument. 
Lancashire The Queen v Guthrie, Esq, jj, &c (ex pte Taylor) nisi for 
mandamus to issue summons 
Middlesex, Brompton Bird v Fenton county court Defendant’s appeal 
Bedfordshire, Leighton Buzzard Green vGordon countycourt Defend- 
ant’s appeal 
Lancashire, Manchester Wilson & ors vStatham countycourt Defend- 
ant’s ap 
Devonshire, Exeter Ashford v Franklin county court Defendant’s ap- 
1 


siosiaie Gery v Black Lion Brewery Co Magistrate’s case 

Lancashire ae ag &c. Tram Co v Campbell Magistrate’s case 

Newport Hale v Rice Magistrate’s case 

Sussex, Eastbourne Everett v Paxton county court Defendant’s appeal 

Surrey, Croydon Fox v Stevens county court Defendant’s appeal 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Powell, , & ors, Licensing Jj, &e (ex 
pte Roberts) Nisi for mandamus to er licence 

London Lange v Barton Mayor’s Court Defendant’s appeal 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Cusack & anr v L& NW Ry Co county court 
Plaintiffs’ appeal 

Monmouthshire The Queen v Colonel Byrde & ors, Jj, &c, and Ponty- 
pool Gas Co (ex pte Williams) Nisi to issue summons against Pontypool 
Gas Co 

London Sipf v Brown & Holt county court Defendants’ appeal 

Durham e Queen v Justices for the County of Durham (ex pte 
Maughan) Nisi for mandamus to enter continuances 

Lincolnshire, Parts of Lindsey The Queen v Justices for the Parts of 
Lindsey (ex pte Evison) Nisi for certiorari for orders 

London Barlow v Terrett istrate’s case 

Devonshire The Queen v Bo , Esq, & ors, Jj, &c, and Stentiford (ex 
pte Fenton) Nisi to state case (Locomotives Act, 1865) 
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Same The Queen v Same Nisi to state case (Highways and Locomotives 
Amendment Act, 1878) 

Carnarvonshire, Portmadoc Rowlands v New Welsh Slate Co county 
court Plaintiff's appeal 

Glamo! hire The Queen v Fowler, Esq, Stip for Swansea (expte 
Crabb) Nisi for mandamus to hear application by ion 

Flintshire The Queen v Birch, Esq, & ors, Jj, &c (expte Galliard) Nisi 
for mandamus to appoint arbitration 

Chester, Birkenhead Bedford & Co v Holt (Holt, clmnt) county court 


t’s ap 
Leicestershire, Ae Coltman v Davis, Moore, & Co county court 
Defendants’ appeal 
Cumberland, Cockermouth Towerson v Jackson county court Plaintiff's 


ap’ 

Xonkamptonshire, Wellingboro’ Austin & anr v Goodman & anr county 
court fendant Goodman’s Laas 

Southampton The Queen v Freshwater, &c, Ry Co (expte Tatham) Nisi 
for mandamus to take up award 

Dorsetshire Smith v Davy Magistrate’s case 

London Vestry of Fulham v Flew Mazgistrate’s case 

Surrey, Southwark Hughesv North Met Tram Co county court Plain- 


tiff’s appeal 
Middlesex, Brompton London and Westminster Loan Co v Tabraham 
county court Defendant’s appeal 


London Spaulv Baker county court Defendant’s appeul 

Glamorganshire, Cardiff Hacquoil & Co v Tapson & Co county court 

Birkenhead Elliott v Osborne Magistrate’s case 

Staffordshire, Wolverhampton Norton & Co & Dalby county court Plain- 
tiff’s appeal 

Surrey, Croydon Hood v Fletcher county court Defendant’s appeal 

Surrey, Southwark Minshaw v London Metallic Capsule Co county court 
Defendants’ ap 

Warwickshire, Coventry Sidney v Taylor county court Defendant’s 


appeal 

Youshire, Sheffield In re Estate of C. H. Hill, dec county court 
Defendant Hill’s appeal 

Yorkshire, W R The Queen v Goole Local Board (expte Foster, Earle & 
anr) Nisi for mandamus to approve plans 

mee Lampeter Hughes v Gilbert county court Defendant’s 
appea 

Somersetshire, Axbridge Scaton v Hole county court Defendant’s 


a 1 

Hemndiies The Queen v Judge of County Court of Southampton & 
Fisher & Son, ld Nisi to hear action ‘‘ Gregretzki v Fisher & Son ”’ 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Ward & Wife v North Mct Tram Co county 
court Plaintiffs’ appeal 

Hertfordshire, Bishop Stortford Gibbons v Procter county court Plain- 


tiff’s appeal 

Met Pol Dist City and South London Ry Co v London County Council 
Magistrate’s case 

Glamorganshire, Swansea Ystradgynlais, &c, Colliery Co v Hughes & Co 
county court Plaintiffs’ appeal 

Met Pol Dist London County Council v Candler & Son Magistrate’s case 

Northumberland Gibson v Lawson Magistrate’s case 

Met Pol Dist Smith v Francis Magistrate’s case 

London Loader v London & India Docks, &c, Committee county court 
Defendants’ appeal 

Glamorganshire, Swansea Haynes & ors v Kneeshaw, Lupton & Co 
county court Defendants’ ap 

South Shields Kennedy v Cowie Magistrate’s case 

Hampshire, Portsmouth Dyson & anr v Dyson & anr_ county court 
Plaintiffs’ appeal 

Cheshire, Stockport Cowen (trading, &c) v Southern county court 
Plaintiff’s appeal 

Kent, Gravesend The Queen v Huggins, Esq, & anr, Jj, &c, & Hum- 


pareys 

Sussex Smith v Fovargue Magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Davies v North Met Trams Co county court 
Plaintiff’s appeal 

Plymouth Curran v Treleaven Order of Sessions Appellant’s nisi to 


quash 

Cheshire, Congleton and Sandbach Parrott v Perry (Perry & Son, gar- 
nishees) county court Plaintiff’s appeal 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Crestman v Stephens county court Defendant’s 


appeal 

Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil Harman v Rees, Powell, & ors county 
court Treharris Brewery Co and Jones’s appeal 

Gloucestershire, Bristol Ball v Baker county court Defendant’s appeal 


Lancashire, Liverpool . Nelson & Co v McLeod & Co county court Plain- 


tiffs’ ap 
ite v Bird Mayor’s court Defendant’s appeal 
Lancashire Fecitt v Walsh ite’s case 
London Barnes y Gibb & Co county court Plaintiff's appeal 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell France v Dutton (Dutton, clmnt) county court 


Claimant’ 
1 Boumphrey v Houghton & Co counay court De- 


8a 
Lancashire, Li 
fendants’ a) 
Met Pol Dist Cohen vy Lakeman Magistrate’s case ; 
Yorkshire, WR The Queen v Wilkinson, Esq, & ors, Jj, &c, & ors (expte 
Leeds Union) Nisi for certiorari for orders 
London The Queen v Judge of City of London Court and Hirschman 


Lancashire, Oldham Central Mill Co v Mortimer county court Defend- 
ant’s appeal 

Yorkshire, W R Mayor, &c, of Sheffield v Wortley Union & ors Quarter 
Sessions, 12 and 13 Vict c 45, s 11 

Cumberland, Cockermouth Atkinson v Flimby Colliery Co county court 
a N te (trading, &c) v Davies Magistrate’ 

Brecon No aur i v s case 

Cheshire, Stockport Turner & anr V Tonge &anr countycourt Defend- 
ants’ ay 

Sal, SO Henderson v N E Ry Co county court Defend- 
ants’ ap’ 

Yomahiee Hndderefield Whiteley v Clough county court Defendant's 


= 

St Helens St Helens & District Trams Co, ld v Wood “Magistrate’s case 
Same Same vSame Magistrate’s case 

Surrey, Lambeth Rathbone, the younger v Long & anr county court 


Defendants’ a) 
Worcestershire, ey MarshvGWRyCo countycourt Defendants’ 


a 

yonehire, Leeds Kendall v Kirk & Sons county court Defendants’ 
a ee 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Braidman v Frost county court Defendant’s 


a 1 

ion on Hast v Lea Bridge, Leyton, & Walthamstow Trams Co Mayor's 
Court Plaintiff's ap : 

Newcastle upon Tyne Connor v Kent Order of Sessions Appellant's 
nisi te quarh 

Surrey, Southwark Dalgleish vy Watson county court Defendant's ap- 


~ poe Shoreditch Lane v Ewin Bros county court Plaintiff’s ap- 


Sameniiiien, Liverpool Blues v Harrison & Co county court Plaintiff's 
a 
Caieicenihien. Carnarvon Owen & Son v Iles & Co county court De- 
fendants’ a She 
London Savage v Taunton Mayor’s Court Plaintiff's ap 
Middlesex, Marylebone Williams v Met Ry Co & Met 
a Plaintiff's ap’ : 
Middlesborough Sampson v Harris Magistrate’s case _ 
Surrey, Lambeth Heath v O’Brien county court plaintiff's appeal 
Yorkshire, Sheffield Flanagan v Armitage & anr county court De- 


fendants’ aj . 
z Mayor’s Court Plaintiff's “ppeal. 
intiff’s appeal 


trict Ry Co 


London Peach v M 
Kent, Bromley Neville & Wife v Hall county court 

Cumberland, Whitehaven Graham v The Cleator Iron Ore Co county 
court defendants’ appeal 

Middlesex, Brompton Shattock v Rintoul, jun ccunty court Defend- 


ant’s ap a 
he Queen v Bird, Esq, & ors, jj, &c(expte Jones) Nisi to state 


London 

case 
Surrey, Kingston The Bee Land, House, &c, Investment Co v Sim 
county court Defendant’s appeal > we 
Devonshire, Exeter Michelmore v Harding county court defendant's 


a 1 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Price & anrv Lovegrove countycourt De- 
fendant’s a; 
Surrey, Sot perk Matthews v Dawson county court Defendant’s 
anges 
Northumberland 8 v Carling Magistrate's case 
i a ng v Overton (Notley, clmnt) county court 
Claimant’s appeal 


London Digby v Robertson Mayor’s Court Appeal from Chambers 
refusing prohibition 
Appeals and Motions in Bankruptcy. 
Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
In re Whiteley, Expte D Smith & Co 
In re Burgoyne, — B yne 
In re Hand, Expte Townen 
Tn re Parrott, Expte —— 
In re Whitley, Expte Mirfield, &c, Co 
Tn re Same, Expt Same 
In re Parrott, Expte Cullen 
Tn re yi Extte — 
In re so % te Ange’ 
In re Gillo, ite Dollar : 
In re Fiddian, Squire & Co, Expte H Fiddian & H V Squire 
In re Poulton, Expte Williams 
In re Cubitt & Utting, Expte Gould 
In re Couk, Expte Murray 
In re Bullock & Sons, Expte Ibeson 


Motions in Bankruptcy for ing before Mr. Justice Cave. 
In re Duncan, Expte Official Receiver v Duncan 


In re Bates, Official Receiver v Bates 
% Collier v Nicholls 
Receiver v Nathan & anr 





Nisi to hear, &c, counter-claim in action ‘‘ Hirschman v Fitch” 
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In re Wickes, Exp‘te Halse v Foreman 

In re Ashby, Expte Official Receiver v Green & ors 
In re Snyder, Expte Picley v Crossfield 

In re Artolo Bros, Ex parte Pardinus v Hurlbatit 








‘WakntnG To iTENDING House Purcuasers & Lesszxs.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrang ts thoroughly e ined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, opposite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Ciiices, &c.—{ Apvr.] 


Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Henry C. Woop 
—_ to the parish of Tooting) and Hrexry Krrsy—Woop & Kirsy—Certificated 
kkers, 1, Great James-street, Bedford-row, W.C. No charges made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. Possession also taken under Bills of 
Sale, Mortgages, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City Bank, 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing; personal 
and prompt attention.—{ Apvr.]} 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Sronr.—April 3, at Bishop’s Stortford, the wife of A. C. 8. Stone, solicitor, of a daughter. 
Wuireneap.—March 31, at Katoomba, N.S.W., the wife of Arthur Whitehead, barrister- 


at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


Brooxe—Tueosatp.—April 14, at the Church of St. John the Baptist, Woodlands, Isle- 
worth, by the Rev. Gordon Stokes, M.A., Vicar, Frederic Brooke, fourth surviving son of 
Zachary ke, late of Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Solicitor, to Emma, youngest daughter of 
the late Rev. John Medows Theobald, formerly of Henley Hall, Suffolk. 

Cattaway—CorTrTeriti.—April 9, at the Parish Church, Hawkhurst, Kent, John Callaway, 
of Cranbrook, Kent, solicitor, to Mabel Lucy, daughter of William Cotterill, of Tongs- 
wood, Hawkhurst. 

a 9, at St. George’s, Bloomsbury, Walter John Sacré, solicitor, 
- a, to Heneretta Elizabeth Mariée Rainée, only daughter of Augustus Roberts 

‘ones, ; 

SHarp—coprrry.—April 7, at St. John’s Church, Mansfield, Notts, Edmund Sharp, late 
Crown solicitor, Hongkong, and of Upper Sydenham, to Lizzie Moffat, daughter of 
Thomas , of Mansfield, surgeon. 

Sraxvuett—Torxer.—April 8, at St. James’s Church, Buxton, Charles Atthill Stanuell. 
solicitor, of Dublin, to Ida Marion Turner, eldest daughter of F. Turner, M.R.C.S., of 
Grafton House, Buxton, Derbyshire. 

Surzipce—Pows.i.—April 7, at the parish church, St. Mary's, Wimbledon, Ernest 
Ed , of Coggeshall, Essex, solicitor, to Edith Mary, third daughter of Lewis 
Powell, of Edenthorpe, Wimbledon-park, Surrey. 


DEATHS. 


Garirwoop.—In the massacre at Manipur, Frank St. Cla'r Grimwood, I.C.S., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, ister-at-law, Deputy Commissioner Assam, and the resident at Manipur. 
Howazp.—April 10, at Chelston Dene, Torquay, J. Morgan Howard, Judge of the County 
Courts of Cornwall, Recorder of Guildford, and sometime M.P. for Dulwich. 
Jerrery.—April 8, at Westholme, Streatham Common, 8.W., George Ernest Jeffery, 
L.B., barrister-at-law, aged 38. 
Worsiey.—Jan. 11, at Avoca, Victoria, N.8S.W., Leonard Worsley, barristcr-at-law. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1x CHANCERY. 


Deten Conservative Co, Linrren—Creditors are uired, on or before May 23, to send 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Gomme Frederick 
1 


Buckley, Linfitts House, Delph, nr Oldham Rowbotham, 13, Queen st, Oldham, liqui- 


r 
Greatorex & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 6, directed to be heard 
on April18 Smith & Son, Gresham House, Seieoe for petner PNotive of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 17 
Hesry Brooks & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 9, directed to be 
before North, J, on April 18 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st, petners in 
person Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of April 17 
Liverroon axp Laxcasmine Reas. Estate _axp House Prorerty Co, Liurrep—Creditors 
are required, on or before May 29, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr James William Wensley, Commerce ct, 11, Lora st, Liver- 
pool Cleaver & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 
Manyrort Hematite Inox axp Steet Co, Limrrep—By an order made by North, J. dated 
th 14, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Harrison & Powell, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s iun, agents for Hough, Carlisle, plt’s solors 
Ricnarp Mayo, Liuitep—Petn for winding up, presented April 2, directed to be heard on 
A) 18 Bonner & Co, Fenchurch st, solors for petners 
Trext Vattzy Brewery Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to 
send names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Joseph 
Trevor, Lichfield Russell, Lichfield, solor for liquidator 
‘Woopsvsn Estates Syspicate, Zovtraxspenc, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before A 30, to send their names and addresses of their solicitors, to Sydney 
ackson, 7, Union ct, Old Broad st 


London Gazette—Tvurspay, April 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep 1s CHaxcery. 


Baraxcaxses Coprre Mixtxa Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, 
to ir names and addressess, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
Henry Crunden Sargent, Suffolk House, 5, Laurence Pountney hill Simpson & Culling- 

st, solors for liquidator 

Do.sy’s Patext Foov-Preservixe Caw Mayvractvetse axp Purr Grass Burren Pack- 
1xG Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to : end their names and 
addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Johnston, Roslin Lodge, 
Tyson rd, Forest Hill 

Dore Gauiery, Liuren—Petn for winding up, presented April 10, directed to be heard 
on April 25 Nicholson & Co, Coleman st, solors for petners Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 24 

Goop Lock Byxvicate, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 12, to send 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Ernest 

Turberville, 15, Queen st. Scatle, Sloane #q, solor for liquidator 








IxpusTRIAL INVESTMENT AND FreEenoip Lanp Society, Luntrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 30, to send to William Parr, 7a, Long causeway, Peterborough, their 
names, addresses, and descriptions, and particuulars of their debts or claims 

InstrTUTE OF Mepicat Exectricrry, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 10, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on April 25. Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st, solors 
for petners 

Kesey Parent ApsustaBLe Hat Synpicatr, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before May 25, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to J. Henry Watling, 40, Broad st, Bristol : 

Mawncuester Victoria Hore. Co, Lisirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 9, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Allen 
Henry Philip Stoneham, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane 

Nort Kesxtr Ironworks, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic John 
Young, 41, Coleman st : 

SanpscaLe Miyinc Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to J. M. Wade, 
5, Fenwick st, Liverpool itley & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Tauntoy, Detmarp, Lane, & Co, Limitep itors are required, on or before May 23, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. H. 
Gibson, 39, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for the 
liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 3. 
Bricas, Eowix Francis Asuwortn, Northampton, Barrister-at-Law. May 2. North- 
amptonshire Union Bank, Limited v Curtis, Stirling, J. Hill, Bedford row 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 7. 
Owes, Rosert, Glandulyn, Carnarvon, Farmer. May 4. Owen v Owen, Chitty, J. 
Griffith, Llanrwst : 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 14. 
Arxtxsox, Tuomas, Peckham rye. May 15. St George’s Hospital v Todd, North, J. 
Eland, Trafalgar sq, Charing cross Y 
GreensmitH, Heyry, Harrogate, Hosier. May15. Jackson v Deans, North, J. Pitman, 


ement’s lane ’ , ‘ 
Mites, Epwarp, Leicester, Solicitor. May 4. Wesson v Miles, Kekewich, J. Norris, 


Tenbury 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35, 
Last Day or Cian. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 7. 
Awsprews, Jounx, Castle Camps, Cambs, Farmer. May 7. Bellingham & Robinson, 
Saffron Walden 
Buiacxmore, Joun, Westmoreland rd, Bayswater, retired Commander in R.N. May 20- 
Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 
Bramaut, Frances, Ashton under Lyne. April 30. Griffiths & Bowden, Oldham 
Bramact, Hesry, Ashton under Lyne, Gent. April 30. Griffiths & Bowden, Oldham 
Brucksuaw, Exizasetu, Newport, Salop. April 30. Thorneycroft, Wolverhampton 
Butioven, Jouy, Accrington, Machinist. May 20. Costeker, Darwen 
Bursett, Marruew, Richmond pl, Brighton. May 18. Tyler, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Coorer, Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Brush Manufacturer. April 15. Arnott & Co, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
Ecxerstey, Samurt, Lever Edge, Great Lever, nr Bolton, Farmer. May 1. Riley, 
olton 
Evans, Davip, Armley, nr Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Apr15. Rooke & Midgley, Leeds 
Frrzpserc, Goprrey, Northumberland House, Finsbury Park, formerly Commission 
Agent. Junel. Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
Harker, Jouy, Great Driffield, Yorks, retired Ironfounder. May 2). Hare & Co, Temple 
chmbrs, Whitefriars 
Harrer, Francis, Etwall, Derby, Veterinary Surgeon. May 21. J & W H Sule, Derby 
Hoare, Canouixe, Worthing. Apr 30. Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Heseanp, Wiiiram, Weston, Norfolk, Farmer. May 16. Bavin & Daynes, Norwich 
Jounsox, Epmunp Crorce Crcit, Little St James st, Colonel in the Army. May 25. 
Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Laxe, Fantxvox, King Charles rd, Surbiton, Esq. May 4. Stoneham & Sons, Fen- 
church st 
Law.ey, Huco, Aston, Sudbury, Derby, Farmer. May 1. Cooper & Co., Uttoxeter 
Lecce, Hexny, Holly Park, Crouch Hill. April 18. Masser, Nottingham 
Lumpy, Ayye, Southport. April 25. Clayton, Ashton under Lyne 
May, Exizaseru Axx, Hampstead. April 30. Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 
Mircuett, Francis Saaw, Starbeck, Yorks, Hotel Keeper. June 1. Kirby & Son, 
Harrogate 
Mvrrey, Joseru, Kingswood, Surrey, Wheelwright. June 15. Head, Reigate 


Pace, Harninatoy, Ironbridge, Madeley, Salop, Wine Merchant. May 31. H. Boycott, 
The Firs, nr Ironbridge 

Paar, é sam, Ironbridge, Madeley, Salop, Wine Merchant. May 31. Alex. Grant, Iron- 

Punave, Wi LLIAM, Birmingham, Brassfounder. May1. Arnold & Son, Birmingham 

Rawk, Rosert, Carlisle, Railway Guard. May 12. Mundell, Carlisle 

Reap, Henry, Axbridge, Somerset, Gent. May 30. Webster, Awbridge 

Roscor, James, Little Hulton, nr Bolton, Colliery Proprietor. May 5. Monks, Bolton 

Row.ry, Epwarp Cuarves, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. May 6. Foster, Nicholas 

Suaw, Wrst, Sunderland, Salesman. May 13. Nesbitt, Sunderland 

Sipyvey, Samvet, Wakefield, Gent. June1. Wainwright & Co, Wakefield 

Surru, Ricuarn, Highbury place, Islington, Gent. May 14. Child & Son, Furnival’s inn 

Sarrn, Wittiam, Dudley, Hotel Keeper. May 6. Ward, Dudley 

Srorer, Ropent, Mickleover, Derby, Builder. April 21. Eddowes & Son, Derby 

TuornxLey, Geonce, Wildboarclough, nr Macclesticld. April 30. May, Macclesfield 


Wiiianus, Joux, Merthyr Vale, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper. May 5. Lewis & Jones, 
Merthyr Tydfil 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 10. 
RECEIVING ORD. 
Barker, Epwarp Barvyes, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer 
Bristol . 


To ctor Gistington, E Bradt cd, Innkeeper Brad 
ES, NCELOT, i¢) » 
Bard Pet April 6 Ord April 


Bensamin, Victor, Renanank ,, ee End, General 
Dealer High Court Pet rd April 6 

BuakeLey, Witi14m, Dewsbury, Woallen ufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet April7 Ord April 

Bioore, JAMES CHARLES, Yardley "Goto, Northampton- 

-- Publican Northampton Pet April. 7 Ord 

cod 

am, J Wuirtaker, Comeragh rd, West Eeetagion, 
Gent High Court PetMarch 12 Ord April 

meno Sir Gitpert ate oy Bart, Staple inn, Holborn, 

Author High Co et March7 Ord April 6 
Ganz, FREDERIC Wonca Stoone, Nottingham, Solicitor 
Nottingham Pet March 24 on April 7 

CAVELL, ey Scott, Regent sqr, King’s Cross, ‘Clerk to 
the New Zealand Agricultural Co High Court Pet 
Feb 26 Os tae t 

Cuariiy, Spencer, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Brewer Ipswich 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

CLARK, fy ‘Weston super Mare, Greengrocer Bridgwater 
Pet 


Aprilé6 Ord April 6 
CRAWLEY, ee ‘Hackne ey rd, Greengrocer High 
Court wt Ord April 6 
pram, C Daneville rd, Denmark Hill, Builder High 
Pet March 12 ‘Ord April 6 
in .% Stanmore, Mt poe urgeon St Albans Pet 
March 20 Ord April 


Dyas, CHARLES cae, Winchester, Innkeeper Win- 
chester Pet April 6 Ord —< 

Evutxs, Epwarp Hoxsertoy, Plymouth, Surgeon East 
Stonehouse Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Errox, Jony, Gt Grimsby, vihoues Gt Grimsby Pet 
April 7 Ord April 7 

Erneripere, Wriiuiam, West palates, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Brighton Pet April6 Ord April 6 

puswanoress, — _ of Bristol, Dairyman Bristol 


April 

GoaTEs, — yee Lines, Tailor Gt Grimsby Pet 
April 4 Ord April 4 

Goopricu, Hryry a he Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton 
Pet April 8 Ord April 

Gorros, Samuet Rosert, Cheltenham, Caterer for Public 
Amusements Cheltenham Pet April7 Ord April 7 

os, hae” Seaaen Grocer Swansea Pet April 8 


Heys, Seton Boston, ieee, Professor of Music 
Kidderminster Pet A: ats ~~ April 3 

Hicas, Jutia Mary, 
Brighton Pet sone “Ord 


Devaned Josepnu, Kin, "Apa Boot Dealer King- 


ston upon Hull Pet yo 6 Ord April 6 

Jackson, Witt1am, Leeds, Boot Maker Leeds Pet April 
6 Ord April 6 

Krausuaar, Henry, Copthall chmbrs, Broker High Court 
Pet Mar 12 Ord April 4 


Levi, Jupa, and Moses Levi, Bury st, St Mary axe, Carpet 
Laneena, W, Mecohegion SS ae ae 
ICHFIELD, 

Clerk High Court ——™ st April 8 

Luxe, Erasmus Parmenas, ae Fm Clothier 
East Stonehouse Pet Ap Ord A: pril 

Mavyper, Cuartes Henry, East Stonehouse, ens Coal 
Merchant East Stonehouse Pet April 7” Ord April 7 

oe ~f arp, Eccleshall, Staffs, Builder Statford 
Pet A has 6 Ord April 6 

Oniv ge oe _—, Tailor Liverpool Pet April 


April 

auaee, 1 eee, late Licensed Victualler 

ton 

Pexp.eton, Epwiy 4 ood and James Penpieron, Liver- 
pool, Tronfounders Liverpool Pet April $8 Ord 


pril 8 
Ricuarpson, Jane, Kingston upon Hull, Beerhouse Keeper 
upon Hull Pet poe Ord Aj aan 
imlico, late 


Simei 
Brighto: 


Rocers, Roserr James, Winchester st, 
ym ty Assistant High Court Pet April 6 Ord 
pril 
Siursox, WiIt.iam, Cotmanhay, Ilkeston, Grocer Derby 
Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 
SrerzeL, WIiLLiAM Jauns Sawrey, Hartlepool, Hotel 
Proprietor Sunderland Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 
Taytor, Joun, Oe Stockbroker High Pet 
April6 Ord April 
Tay Lor, JOHN Tecan Tilston on the Hill, Leics, Carrier 
Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 
ies 3 ALEXANDER, New x, on Tyne, retired > 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 6 Ord Ai 6 
Tuorp, Ht. Ex i Manchester. ee Louie 
chester Pet April7 Ord 
Wuire, Wir.iaM Fo sal Moss ide. nr Manchester, 
lone. Assistant Salford Pet March 23 Ord 
Wesswate, Grorck Freprericx, Worcester, Licensed 
Victualler Worcester Pet April 7 Ord April 7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barker, Epwarp Baryes, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer 
April 22 at 12 Off Ree, "Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Bates, Lancetor, Girlington, Bradford, Innkeeper April 
2at3 Off 81, or row, Bradford 
Ravi Winiiam, Leamtngten, Butcher April 20 at 12.30 
ff Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Secu E, Brook st, “Resour ck April 21 at 11 33, 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brov auton, James, North Shields, Auctioneer anes 21 at 
. Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyn 
Ciaran. Leonarp, Southampton, Fruiterer ‘April 17 at2 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 


Canter, SAMuEL Jou, Walsall, Glass Dealer April 23 at 
11 ‘Off Rec, Walsall 
Cuariiy, Srencen, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Brewer April 21 


‘en Saran Any, Cardiff, Musical Instrument Dealer 
April 21 at 10 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

CLARKE, eee J ConsTANTINE, Perry Barr, Staffs, Gentle- 
man 


21 at 11 Colemore row pov, Canines 
Cougs, Som Cait, Guapo April 20 at 2.30 Rec, 
29. st, Cardiff 
itch, Manufactur- 


een 
Coorsr, Tuomas, Gt Eastern st, Shoredi 

U; April 21 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
Mer- 


n’s inn fields 
CoxnEapD, CopRINGTON, AND aa 8t Bg pe place, 

ts mange Pd J oe eT, on gy eg 
t 11.30 Off Ree, mE ie —- 
a 
Cunnincuam, JAMES, Rc, King ot, Norwich 


Lanes, Yarn Dyer 
May 6at1 Count; Court house, lackburn 
Downs, coe olk, Butcher April 


18 at 12.30 Off Rec’s Office, 8, SST! Norwich 
Dyas, Cuartes Epwarp, eeper April 29 
at2 , 4, ba? st, South 
Gupcron, Henry 3.0 ane st, at, Ship. roker April 21 at 
1 Care 


y 
Hart, Witi1aM — - eget younger, Wol 
Cycle Manufacturer April 27 ati2 Off Ree, Wo 
HawrTHorne, Grea late Colbrook row, Islington. 
A = 6 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portege 2 a 4 
’s 


Haywarp, Wituiam James, and George Witiiam 


Hlaywarp, Beer lane Printers April 21 at 11 Ban- 
bl coln’s inn 


ruptey fields 
HeErive —_ 1LL1AM, Malmesbury, Silk Le rag; wd 
April 2 at 2.30 Bankruptcy hase Portugal st, 
’s inn 
Hockey, Grorcz, Barry, Glam, _omeepene ril 20 at 
3.30 ‘Off Rec,'29 49 


ver- 


29, Queen st, C; 
Hopexiss, Jou, Draper's grdns eed 22at11 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s inn 


st, 
Howe, Joun, Sutton, » Builder April 17 at 11.30 24, 


Railway app, London 
to Joun, Marshes, Rohit, Farmer April 18 at 1 


Ree, 8, st, Norwich 
0 Ott Wittias, ENRY, Liverpool, Tailor April 20 at 2 


has Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
n. 
Apri at 31.90 "Phe Prior Wrexham 
Lonons E atta Of i Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
0 
: Pg Exwie, the 
20 at 2 


Mason, fn 
Boonie’ ranbridge "Wels 'B 
t Pleasant, Toad Wells 
Mossor, Eo wo F pena: tame Staffs, Builder April 20 at 
1.30 


Ree, St Martin's os 
Ov Bog Wi, Scarboro Fish Merchant A: 17 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, New on be ot 
Puitures, Epuunp Gore, South of ne 
tion April 17 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Templ: cae, 
Temple avenue 
PickersGiL, Squire Exxis, late of Wakefield, Bookseller’s 
t April17at11_ Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Rayns, Joun Howeate, , Northamptonshire, 
Draper ‘April 18 at 12.90 County Court bldgs, North- 


ampton 

Reste.t, Epwix, Landport, Jy fa pg sees 21 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Ganbehdge Tex June, H ot Se 

Ricwarpson, Tuomas, Summertree ridge, nr -, eg 
Yorks, Innkeeper April 20 at 11.30 Rec, 74, New- 


borough st, Scarborough 

Ricnarpson, Tuomas, The Gevve, Lagtonsiene, Eetenenger 
April 22 at1 33, st, ’s inn fields 

Ropertson, James Murray, late of Austinfriars, Merchant 
sot = ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fie 

Sart, Wiiu1am, St John’s, Kent, Dealerin Land April 17 

at 12.30 24, Railway _ yo Bridge 

Ssurn, Cuarites WILLIAM, by, District April 
17 at 2.30 Off Ree, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Taytor, Jouy Tuomas, Dston on the » Leise Carrier 

April 21 at 3 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Treress, Water, and Eormn Annie Trerrss, Birming- 
ham, late Grocers April 22 at 11 25, Colmore row, 


ALTER (separate » Birmingham, late 
April 22 at 11 25, 5 Ce more row, Birming- 


Waterton, Neag Tuomas, Wakefield, Butcher April 17 at 
3 Off Rec, chmbrs, Batley’ 
Warrs, Puaraon, Leicester Boot Mosntestaser April 
21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Lei 
Wuirrr, WILLA Sroxor, Moss Side, Manchester 
’s Assistant , A 20 at 3° on Ree, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, ON 
Wi eens sous Roath, 
at ff Rec, 29, Queen, 
winen, Bd. a St Austel 
chant | April i8 at 12 2 On Rec, Boscawen st, 
bat ae R Yorks, late Grocer April 24 at 
11.45 Deck bencat on Barnsley 


Birmi: 
Trepess, 
Grocer 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Barker, a oy Baryes, Botatesten, Bristol, Grocer 
Bristol Pet Aprilé Ord 

Bares, fionee, 5 Girlington, Headford, Innkeeper Brad- 


Ord April 6 
Bioorr, Petey ht Yardley Gobion, = 
shire — Pet 


° blican Northampton eres 7 
— Wrnssa Rostox, the mae, 2 aan 
Accountant High Court Pet Mar 20 : 


Brovanton, , Be. North Shickis , a } Peneitt 

upon Tyne Pet April 2 Ord April 7 

Burer, Jony, Ellesmere, Salop, Leather Merchant Wrex- 

ham Pet Feb 23 “Ord April 6 

Carrer, Saver Jony, aa Glass Dealer Walsall Pet 
Mar 26 Ord 


ners: * Sprxcer, oobi, Suffolk, Brewer Ipswich 
Cuave, Saran Pent; 
Cardiff 


a Instrument Dealer 
Pot Mar 25 ai, Mw 
Ca, oe 5 Maw ) Bridgwater 


Crarke, Henry yy Perry Barr, Staffs, Gent 


Giveed Mee, Shower Tar 


~— "pet Mar 4 Ont Ord 7 
N Butcher Norwich 
ra” Ord Apell t 


Seeame sen, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet 
Erugeoge, Wim, West Brighton, Solicitor’s Clerk 


Pet April6 Ord April 8 


CoomBEr, 
mi 


Gortox, Sauvet Rosert, Cheltenham, Caterer for Public 
Amusements Cheltenham Ord 7 
aay ~ | hm ow Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 8 


Greexwoop, Wit11aM, late of Horten in rye 1 
H T W) Mechelle, “Binwinghscn 

nomas WILLIAM, 

waste Wi ; eg ng Siler si 
ART, 1LL1aM Epwarp, 

x: April 7 Wa ad 

Janes Boston, Kidderminster, Pestamee of Music 

, tad Ord April 

JACKSON, aaa: > Boot Dealer 


6 Ont A 
ame“ he = heeds, Bost Pet Apel 6 Shoe Maker Leeds 
, Ne yaeet Court 
IMEON, ~~ st, Shopfitter High 


sora Brg 


ton, late Licensed Victualler 
6 Receiving Order made under 
Act, 1883 


sec 103, 
Ricwarpsox, JANE, en = yee rt Apes 
Rocers, nay oe a anes, Winchester s bm 95 - 
Court P! Ord 


Reet, Jou, 
Bet March 6 Ord April 6 
Siupsox, Witxsas, Cotmanha: 
Pet April6 Ord April6é 
ARLES WILLIA! 
Pet 


Suita, be + District Canvasser 


} ay Og | 


TaYor, > ae Txomas, Diston on the Hill, Leics, Carrier 
Pet April6 Ord April 6 
Tuompson, ALEXANDER, Newcastle ad 2 gy Ewe 
Newcastle on Pet April 6 Ord 


2 
SumMMERFIELD, Joun Dysox, 
i) Nantwich and 


A 
Turne ata Biyx: Hull, Dealer in 
Toy Goods Kingston upen Hull’ Pet March 24 Ord 


6 

Watsweient, Joux, U; nr Chester, Farmer Chester 
Pet March 19 Ord 6 

Warertoy, Joux Tuomas, Wakefield, Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet April1 Ord 7 

Witcock, Frayx, M Yorks, Clerk Halifax 
Pet March 19 : 

WI1114Ms, tea late Aberavon, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet April1 Ord A) 

Woopyatt, Grorce Worcester, Licensed 

Victualler W 7 Ord April7 

Waieat, Francis, 8t A , Cornwall, Caina Clay Mer- 
chant Truro’ Pet March 18 Ord April 8 

Wricur be ~ ae” Pet 

Wror, cana Wen Confectioner Liverpool 
Pet March 17 Ord April 7 

London Sorte Toren, get 14. 
RECEIVING ORD) 
aw te Orsett, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet 


BE.cuer, _ Bt, 1 ye SE, Vio’ Ord ape 


—y 10 
Perc y Cotuett, Lad- 
uctioneers High Court 


A Ky 
Pet A) 


Buut, Cuaries, Wol 
ampton Pet rd 
a me Guar. rr 
ve ’ 
eine pil § Ord 9 
WSHAW, JAMES, b Proprietor Man- 
chester’ Pet Aprilll Ord apr} ll 
Crump, Freperick WILi1An, ar ee oe 
Pet March 1 April 10 


RY, Shiphay — St Mary Church, 
Journeyman 


DAMERELL, 
Bes =) Gardener Pet April 10 
Dane, ase Dene Pepto, Miller Winchester 
Deuysine, THomas Beoortxe, Dertmou 


a. Ord 
ev Wregham Ps ‘Guitar Ruston, 5 Leer 


Es: aT Surgeon High 
“Court pore March 13. Gat Apail 10 
Con | Gone wis, es J —- Wilts, Farmer Swindon 


1 Ord 
nson, @ a Glos, Miller Cheltenham 
, Jeweller Burnley Pet April 
Reigheed, Dehen, Dube Newcastle on 


Janet, Seghee, 
Hoop, sues Taner. \ Grocer Hanley Pet 
Ord . : 


Grirriy, 
Pet 


Hatsreap, James, 
Ord April 9 


Ty % ‘At J Maude ve, 's rd, Chelsea, 
soe Acre figh Court Pet Apa “Ord Apel 8” 
James, JAMES sere, Abchurch Commission Mer- 


Tet Feb 20 Ord April 10 
Kereurey, Tuomas, ore, Yorks, Plasterer Bradford Pet 
April 9 Ord April 9 








at 12. 15 Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


pri 6 Ord April 6 
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Kipp, Atrrep Jony, Baker st, Enfield, Builder Edmon- 
ton Pet March 12 sen 10 


Pratt, Mippietoy, Hi id, Marine Engineer Hud- 
dersfield Pet A; Od, April 9 
Rose Farmer Cambridge 
2 Ord aeriltt 
RosBERTSON, meee, eC & Co, Cy Merchants High 
Rosix' * oeme Ou1 © Ord 4 K it, Wareh 
SON, K OLIVER en arehouseman 
Greenwich Pet March 9 Ord ‘April 7 
Roway, Cutiopen, late » Enfield High 
Court Pet Feb 26 April 9 
Derbyshire, Printer 


Rvueutey, Axprew Jonny, 
Pet 10 Blackbur 10 
cee 5 ~ Ween Blackburn, Butcher Blackburn 


Suamr oe Leman oa Whitecha 1, § intendent 

Court’ Pet April $ Ord Apel 8° “ 

Wank, Exvizanetua aenen, Cuthbert st, Paddington, Oil 
Man High Court 


10 Ord April 10 
Witsox, Cuartes lh AW hituhwok eed ks, Dealer 
10 Ord ‘Ape 10 


Wisoy, R. Bloomsb h Court Pet 
Feb'25" Ord April” ne 

Worst, an Bat Ws Hants, Builder Portsmouth 

Wytey, Jo 


oa Wistan’ Pedthext, ry Woollen Dra; 
Pet March 10. Ord A tne aad 


as. 
Arkis, Louis Wricut and Wittiam Henry Francis 
Manufacturers 


Arkin, Ni Lace 21 at 
Bart Off Reo, 8 Peter’ 2 Church walk, Nott * 
AILEY, AUDIUS BERT, ‘ont St James’s rd, 
Holloway, corte Manufacturer’ April 24 at 12 


st, Lineoln’s inn fields 
Banery, Bexsamin Cuaries, Heacham, Norfolk, Farmer 
y 7 at 2.45 house, ag 4 Lynn 
Barker, ry Parxix, Leeds, formerly Wood Turner 
at12 Off Rec, 


I Wiiiiam, Dews! 
April 22 at 3 Law Society, aa 
Brockiessy, Moses. m Society, on Grocer April 21 
Off Ree, Trinity House lane, Hull " 
KS J, Re wi a > meee April 24 at 11 33, Carey 
ueaaeen ‘Wit11am, Sheffield, Hotel Proprietor April 
Rec, Sheffi . 


o ag re Off ~ Let 

LARK, SaMUEL PE, Birming! icensed Victuall 

, at 11 25, Colmore row, , “i: 
DaAmeERELL, ——, Shi Col h, 


ton, Chure 
er April ro at1l Off Rec, 
Henry Bensamrn, Endell st, Long Acre, Builder 
Bankru; , Lin- 


ame 
April 24st 2.30 dg, Portugal st 


ptcy bi 
Evwarps, Jony, Chirk, nr Ruabon, Denbighshire, Collier 
April 28 at 1 rexham 


11.30 Priory, W: 
Erron, Jouyn, Gt eee Fisherman April 22 at 11.30 
F of ms Aura, Into ‘of Brel, Dairyman April 
'EATHERSTONE, ALFRED, 
7 22 at 12.30 5 Rec, a an eee Bristo! " 
1ELD, Hexry Witi14m, Horsham, Sussex | china Dealer 
April 21 at 2.30 Senior Off Rec, 24, Railway approach, 
, —. Hatton garden, Diamond Broker 


Lincoln’ 
Fave Paar, Bete, > ody oe 
gees Ep Bee, 8, cae st, a0 ham, Bask 
VOYE, Epwarp WALTER, ley et 
Manufacturer April 24 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Goopricu, Henry Portery, Bolton, Fruiterer April 22 at 
a: 6 ha ng en a s 
8, rocer 22 at 12 Off 
Bot Oxford ra, Swansea ee ose hociag 
Hearn, Geonce, Farn! thampton, Dairyman 
April ilway approach, London 


22 at 11.30 24, 
Houuiseaxe, James, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Hairdresser 
21 at12 Mechanics’ Institute, Bacu 
hy ley all Boot Dealer April 
jouse Inn 


FRreDLanpeEr, 


Jackson, gy - em 


Sass Davin 2 Se es * teal, Innkeeper 

— 

J cs Tens, Rec, Merth: n 

ONES, ire, Florist April 23 at 
3 Off ee, 85, Victoria 


Visor ier 
coal ks, Pater April 23 at 11 


Kirro, Fraxcie Sowsm, "Slough Bucks, Corn Merchant 
—-= at 3 Off 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


Lowe, His - 70 Son, Bracknell, Berks, Clothier April 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


p aly 
_——, py birmingiam Tailor April 28 at 11 


25, 
Oxiver, Surrey, Cabinent Bn» 
Beare 24, oRailway approach, Lond: don 


ae late Licensed Victualler 
92 ati?” “on Me pavition Brighton 
uddersfield, Marine April 
Bee Ta hs Kingston 4 Hull, Beerh 
"april 21 at ? Of Ree, Trinity hous lene, | G 


F 
meas Ritse am 'armer April 27 at 
Ruatex, Axprew Jon Printer 
April 24 at 2.90 Of Ree, data’ cates, Derby 
at 2:30 "Off Rec, Bt James's hate Dake — 


Atexanper, Newcastle on retired Inn- 

, April 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lene Newcastle 

Watnisi, Bow Epwis, Newark, Baker <A 22 at12 Off 
Peter’s Church walk, N 

Wairn “ut of busines Wrasn Warwricut, Shadwell, nr Leeds, 


Keieutey, Tuomas, 


Vinssan, 
at iso se 


April 22 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 








Wisitniss, Tuonas, ‘aay Clee, Lines, Collector April: 22 
at1i Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

Woopyratt, Gzorce Freprricx, Worcester, Licensed Vic- 
tualler April 25 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baney, 5 CHar.es, Heacham, ea, Farmer 
Pet Mar 19 Ord April 10 
ane en ere Saleswoman High Court 
26 Ord April 10 
Bexsamin, Victor, Beaumont sq, Mile a wanes 
Dealer High Court Pet Mar23 Ord April 
ee Westminster High Court Pet Feb 23 


PD! 
Butt, Caaries, Wolverton, yo aeaaated North- 
ampton Pet April 10 Ord April 
Peon: Clerk to the 


ip 
Cave, Joun Pe thee 
ae eee a Agricuaral Bo ch Court Pet Feb 26 


 Daneville rd, Denmark ~ mad Builder High 
‘et March 12 2 April 11 


Bate, A, 
Pet Mar 


Covzins, 


Craw.ey, Jreremtan, Hackney -, Greengrocer High 

Court Pet March 10 es Ae 

CrowsHaw, James, Manchester, pp epee Manches- 
ter Pet April 11 Ord April 1 

Cut.ium, Grorcr, Lakenham. + Labourer Norwich 
Pet March 10 Ord Aged 6 

Damerett, Heyry, Ship Collaton, St Mary Church, 
ay Deane Golense Exeter Pet April 10 

PD 

Epwarps, Jony, Chirk, nr Sahm, Denbighshire, Collier 
Wrexham Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

Emmett, Sopuia, rd, East Dulwich, Spinster High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord April 9 

FansHAWE, Henry Horatio, Greenhill k villas, Wil- 
lesden, icitor High pg HS a d Feb ce Ord ae 9 


Fryer, JAMEs, ey a in 
Fancy Goods High art ws Stee 4 Ord “April 10 
Grirrix, Heyry, = Glos, Miller Chelten- 


At “7 7 pal Ord A Ged jurnl Pet April 
ALSTEAD, JAMES, er Burnle i 
9 Ord April 9 ” d “ 

=~. artes, Han Raa, Staffs, Grocer Hanley Pet 


Inonee ALFRED te Mande grove, King’s rd, Chelsea, 
late Builder High Court Pet April 9 Ord April 9 
sary we York, ieeoter York Pe 


Jones, Tuomas Henry, Steers, Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
Innkeeper Wrexham Pet March 26 Ord April 9 
Keieutey, THOMAS, i, Yorks, otal B ord Pet 

April9 Pet April 9 
Kitto, Francis Bowyer, Slough, Sate, Corn Merchant 





Windsor Pet Mar 18 Nin iy wk 
LicurreLp, W, Mornington rd. stone, C ial 
Clerk Hig th Court Pet Mar 14° Ord April 10 


LupLow, vm cheney Norwich, Picture Frame Maker Nor- 
wich Pet April 8 Ord April 1 

Pick eRrsci.y, Squire Exxis, late of Wakefield, Se s 
Assistant Wakefield Pet Mari12 Ord April 

rages ey eee Ord Rens Cotton Doubler Dews- 


bury Pet 

Roserts, Saaen - 4 Farmer Cambridge 
Pet 25 Gra Apel 

— Vey , Superintendent 


h Court Pet April § $ Ord bh prem 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Homes, Mixniz Beatrice, Fulhamrd Liverpool Adjud 
Sept 6, 1890 Asn April 10 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 22.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousrrizp, at the Mart, 
te C., at 2 rhe d Freehold Properties (see advertisement 
this week, We 

April 23.—Messrs.  FAREBROTHER, Exuis, Cuarx, & Co., 
at the Mart, E.C., Freehold and Leasehold Investments 
ay advertisement this week, p. 425 

April 24.—Messrs. Fuser, Honsey, »80x8, east al a Se 
a E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehol Properties (see ad 

tisement t this week, p. 425). 


M. B.C.L., Solicitor, 27, experienced 
e9 ina City Office, ap; Partnership or 
oa Be view to Partnershi — wetareanen 
aah yurchase share in a firm of stan standin 
dD “ Solicitors’ Journal’’ la 
oe" W.C. 


eo Seven years’ standing (B.A., 

B, Cambridge, Common Law Scholar, Inner 
Temple), Coaches for all! Law Exams. Individual atten- 
tion. ‘erms moderate.—C. pr C. R.. 1, Pump- 
court, Temple. 


9 and 4 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.— 
e Suite of Five of division fty, Light Offices to be Let ; 
First Floor a {overlooking gardens; suit- 
able for a first class solicitors.—To view Pol to 
Hatt Porter on the a or at Collector’s 
Chancery-lane. 
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' Valuable Frechold EEA —For SALE by AUCTION by 


ESSRS. WM. & F. HOUGHTON at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard. on * C., on 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29th, at etwoo. 0 raiock. By direc- 
po of the Executrix of the late Mr. J. E. Maginn. 
Station and tram route.—The 
EEHOLD VILLA RESI- 
DENCE, aeake and ing The Laurels, No. 11, n- 
park-road. Three bed rooms, bath room, with fitted ith, 
neat entrance hall, parlour, kitchen, Sa W.c., and 


Solicito en in veer. WHR p Moorgat pate-otreet, E.C, 
icitor, A. 
B mothe orb le Li 


Itha: a valtable’ FREE- 
b+ ithamstow.— Hi t and valuable ~ 
HESIDENTIAL an UILDING ESTATE, known 
7 ye House. mprising a substantial 
and comfortable aon 5 a aoe with stabling, charming 


% and con- 
servatory, dow and orchard 





wi 
» in all about 2a. 2r. 33 
having extensive frontages to Shernhall-street and Chure h- 
lane, in Two Lots, with possession. 
an Messrs. W. Houghton & Son, 56, New Broad- 
street 
Walthamstow ; close to Hoe-street Railway Station. In 
One Lot, the eee FREEHOLD BUILDING SITE, 
frontages of about 270ft. to Church-hill, 106ft. to 
Froccatret, and 129ft. to Stainford-road, suitable for the 
erection of first-class shops. Possession on completion of 





pure 
Solicitor, Pusge Howse, Esq., 8, Abchurch-yard, 
Cannon-street, E. : 
Particulars +g and conditions of sale may be had 
of the respective Solicitors as above, and at the Auction 


and Estate Offices, 58, Old Broad-street, E.C. 





By direction of the Trustees of the late H. P. Hughes, Esq. 
—Walthamstow; on the summit of a hill, near Hoe- 
street and St. James-street Railway Stations, and close to 
a —— station on the new railway shortly to be com- 
menced. 


ESSRS. WM. & F. HOUGHTON will 
SELL by AUCTION, “> ae KART, Tokenhouse- 

yard, E.C., on THURSDAY, MA Y 28th, 1891, at TWO 
, inonelot, the highly important and valuable 

OLD BUILDING G ESTATE, known as The Priory, 
Forest-road, Walthamstow, comprising a fine old family 
abode, stabling, outbuildings, premises, gardens, grounds, 
and meadow ,» in nearly 20 acres, pevieg 5 em 
1,800 ft. of frontage to e » ani ay 
situate for development. The main sewer of Page — 
passes thro a poien: of the estate, which is available for 


len the whole 
Particulars, = and conditions of sale, may shortly 
on Sidgwick, & Biddle, Solicitors, 18, 
‘and of the Auctioneers, 58, Old 

nee ee E. o 





CITY. 
Valuable Freehold ae Peps, of at the important corner of 
Crutchedfriars t, showing a gross rental of 
about £600 per — 


ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed to 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
ONDAY, MAY 4, at TWO precisely, the 

substantial, old-fashioned ‘PREMISES, No. 13, Crutched- 
friars and 1, 2, and 3, John-street, *Mark-lane, a@ com- 
manding corner situation in the ‘Wine and Corn Markets, 
—_ the booking-office of the London, Tilbury, and 
Southend Railway. T have the extensive return 
frontage of 98ft., and, with the exception of the ground 
floor (which after many years’ occupation by Messrs. Furze 
& Co., Wine Merchants, has just come in , but which 
must ‘readily command a tenant), the premises are let to 
highly respectable, {old tenants, and the property forms a 
really first 


a 
i ys n and conditions of sale, 
of Messrs. Fé G. J. Braikenbridge, Solici- 
ag ay yg Holborn, E.C.; at the ~si 
and of essrs. Ellis —_ Auctioneers and Surveyors, 49. 
Fenchurch-street, E 





MINCING-LANE. 
High-class short Leasehold Investment. 


A ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed by 

the Executors of the late W. W. Major, Esq., to 

SELL A fo ht gy atthe MART, on MONDAY, MAY 4, 
at TWO y, the 1 modern PREMISES, situate at the 
Fench and being No. 40, Mincing-lane, 
at the corner of , consisting of excellent suites 
of _— —— rooms and offices, let to and in the occupation 
of three mercantile firms, at rents amounting, 
a the United Telephone Co., to £1,105 per 


= a nm ed 
for a term leaving eighteen and a quarter 
years tinexpired at Midsummer next, at a ground-rent of 
Printed and conditions of sale may be had of 
R. J. Witty, Nyy 10, Gid Jewry; at the Mart; 
and of Messrs. & Son, Auctioneers and Surv eyors, 49 
Beeercomect nausea E.C. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS | 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &«. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Srversmirus, 
to announce that they ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


Lonpvon, 


E.C., beg respectfully 


1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, 


LEGAL Proresston or PURCHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 4 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 








